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The convention will meet 
this year in greater numbers 
than ever before and in a mo- 
ment of great decisiveness. 












In the name of the hun- 
dreds of thousands of Amer- 
ican friends of the Histadrut 
—old and new —the dele- 
gates will mark the 25th an- 
niversary of the founding of 
the Histadrut and declare 
their solidarity with the His- 
tadrut as with the entire 
Yishuv in the unflinching bat- 
tle for the abrogation of the 
White Paper, for the opening 
of the gates of Palestine to 
Jewish immigration and for 
the establishment of a free 
Jewish commonwealth in a 
world roused to the preser- 
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THE ROOSEVELT-IBN SAUD LETTERS 


r THE late President Roosevelt did not feel deeply 
insulted by the letter he received from Ibn Saud, 
which was recently made public by the State Depart- 
ment, it must have been by virtue of extreme diplo- 
matic self-discipline. The Saudian epistle is one long 
piece of impudence. It is based on the assumption 
that the President of the United States was such a 
complete ignoramus that he had no idea who inhab- 
ited Palestine at various epochs and from whom orig- 
inated the civilization which will be eternally bound 
up in historic memory with that country. In his little 
lecture to the President of a country of high civiliza- 
tion and Christian tradition, the King of Arabia pre- 
sumes to instruct his correspondent in certain ele- 
mentary matters, such as whether the Canaanites 
who inhabited Palestine before the Jews were Arabs 
or not, and where Father Abraham came from, and 
so on. Yet, it appears that President Roosevelt did 
not take umbrage at such insolence. It is a gloomy 
part of the “job” of a President (even an American 
President) sometimes in the course of political nego- 
tiation and correspondence to swallow insults, too 
(even at the hands of such a monarch as Ibn Saud). 

We cannot complain, therefore, if President Roose- 
velt refused to be drawn into an argument on these 
grounds and on this level. What purpose would it 
have served if the President had tried to set his desert 
correspondent right on the ethnic classification of the 
Canaanites, or to point out to him that, if it had not 
been for a certain people, neither Ibn Saud, the Mos- 
lem, nor President Roosevelt, the Christian, would 
have had any cause to refer to Palestine as a Holy 
Land? We may agree that the, so to speak, academic 
or scholastic elements in Ibn Saud’s screed were bet- 
ter ignored. Who of us would want to see our Presi- 
dent, in the midst of so long and tragic a war, assume 
the burdens of a Sunday school teacher? 

* * * 


But Ibn Saud’s letter was also a political docu- 
ment, written with a definite political purpose. With 
respect to these matters, to our misfortune and bitter 
disappointment, the President either answered not at 
all, or answered badly and unworthily. 

We know what is demanded by protocol in diplo- 
matic relations, and we understand that President 
Roosevelt did not wish to throw up to Ibn Saud his 
own record. If this had been merely a literary corres- 
pondence, the President could have refreshed Ibn 
Saud’s memory with regard to his role in the first 
World War. The Arab countries were liberated from 
the Turkish yoke thanks to the sacrifice of hundreds 
of thousands of British, French, American—and Jew- 
ish lives. In the small contribution made by Arab 


tribesmen, Ibn Saud had absolutely no share. He was 
recognized as King of Hedjaz by Great Britain, and 
received a gratuity of £5,000 a month to boot, for 
graciously agreeing to remain neutral. But if Presi- 
dent Roosevelt did not wish to go so far back, he 
might have been moved to certain comments arising 
from Ibn Saud’s congratulatory reference, in the first 
part of his letter, to “the triumph of those principles 
for whose defense war was declared.” In March, 
when it was obvious that the Germans could fight on 
only a short time longer, Ibn Saud could well afford 
to be jubilant together with the “other Allies” at the 
coming victory. But what had he contributed to the 
triumph which he now applauded? What, indeed, 
was the assistance of any part of the Arab world? Is 
it to be sought in the pro-Hitler rebellion in Iraq and 
the frankly pro-Nazi policy of the Iraqi government? 
In Syrian cooperation with Hitler’s French servant, 
Marshal Petain? In Yemen’s cooperation with Mus- 
solini? Or in the millions of dollars which Ibn Saud 
himself graciously agreed to accept from the United 
States? 

Three years ago the Arab countries had a unique 
opportunity to demonstrate their interest in an Allied 
victory. The Allies were in so critical a situation that 
they were feverishly seeking help of whatever kind 
in every quarter. Rommel had driven the British back 
in North Africa and was preparing to seize Egypt, 
Palestine, Syria, and even Iraq. What did the Arabs 
do at that time to help? In Europe the British armies 
had been smashed in Dunkerque, and the French 
were at the end of their rope. The United States had 
suffered one defeat after another, from Pearl Harbor 
to Wake Island, to Bataan and Corregidor. The 
Dutch fleet was almost entirely sunk. Australia was 
calling its soldiers home for fear of a Japanese in- 
vasion. Russia had lost one province after another, as 
well as countless casualties. What did the Arab world 
contribute at that time, what did Ibn Saud do to help? 
Rebellions, intrigue, or at best, passivity—these were 
the Arab contributions (even if we do not take into 
account the Mufti’s legions who helped the Nazis in 
Yugoslavia and elsewhere). There were times when 
Great Britain was forced to maintain soldiers in the 
Arab countries, in order to protect itself from a stab 
in the back, in no smaller number than those who 
were used on the battlefield against Rommel. 

On the other hand, it is no secret today—and it 
must have been known to President Roosevelt last 
March—that about a fourth of the British force 
which drove back Rommel was made up of Palestin- 
ian Jewish troops; that when men were needed to 
blow up the oil installations in Tripoli during the 
Petain regime, they could not be found among more 
than three million Syrians and Lebanese, so that 
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twenty-three Palestinian Jewish volunteers had to be 
smuggled into Syria for that purpose; and when five 
hundred men were needed for laying a mine field 
around Montgomery’s lines facing Rommel in North 
Africa, they were provided by Palestine and not Saudi 
Arabia, by Jews and not by Ibn Saud’s present-day 
“Canaanites.” 


Knowing this, President Roosevelt might at least 
have answered Ibn Saud’s congratulations on the 
Allied victory with some reference to the important 
role of Jews, especially Palestinian Jews, in achieving 
the fortunate results—even if protocol would not 
permit the remark that the Arab contribution to the 
victory consisted mostly of sabotaging it. This the 
late President failed to do, just as he said not a single 
world in reply to Ibn Saud’s allegation—concerning 
which it is hard to say whether “idiocy” or “vicious- 
ness” is the more proper description—that Jews were 
preparing to establish a new form of Nazi-fascism, 
under the noses of the democratic powers, in the 
midst of the Arab countries. As a diplomat, President 
Roosevelt was entitled to overlook slurs against him- 
self, but what moral right did he have to excuse an 
attack upon the honor of a whole people—the Jew- 
ish people—accused of fascism by a desert despot, 
under whose rule the slave trade still flourishes? And 
what diplomatic considerations could have caused 
President Roosevelt to allow to go unquestioned an- 
other charge: that Jews were preparing pogroms 
against the Arabs, and that their aim was not only to 
have Palestine but to dominate all Arab countries? 
Was it really so difficult to find a diplomatic form 
whereby to indicate to President Roosevelt's “great 
and good friend” that in the United States there is 
some understanding about what Jews are, and 
whether they constitute a danger of Nazi-fascism for 
the chaste democracy of the Arab countries, especially 
Saudi Arabia, and about the extent of Jewish ambi- 
tions and opportunities for “imperialistic conquest”? 


What, finally, was the meaning of President 
Roosevelt’s statement that he would do nothing “hos- 
tile to the Arab people”? If the late President were 
alive today, he could no doubt explain that this 
should not be interpreted as a promise to accept all 
Arab demands, or as a concession that helping to 
bring about Jewish mass immigration to Palestine, or 
the establishment of a Jewish state, is to be regarded 
as an act of hostility to the Arabs. But whatever Presi- 
dent Roosevelt’s private intention may have been, 
the impression made on Ibn Saud, and through him 
upon other Arab leaders, according to their own ac- 
count, was that the President had promised the Arabs 
not to support Jewish aspirations. This impression 
they must base not so much upon what President 
Roosevelt said in his letter, but upon what he omit- 
ted—in not saying one word against their anti-Sem- 
itic allegations. However we may respect the name 
of Roosevelt, the conclusion cannot be avoided that 
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in his letter to Ibn Saud he did a great injustice to the 


Jews. 
* * * 


And what, in the final analysis, did this harmful 
and undignified note achieve? Or what has President 
Truman achieved with his promise to try to carry out 
Roosevelt’s policy, in respect to Palestine, of not 
adopting any decision on the “basic situation” in that 
country without consulting both the Arabs and the 
Jews? What has Secretary of State Byrnes achieved 
with his statement that the settlement of Palestine’s 
ultimate political fate is not an immediate prospect, 
and that both Jews and Arabs would be consulted 
before a hard and fast policy is announced? Have 
Arab tempers been soothed even temporarily? Have 
Arab rulers and politicians begun to have greater 
trust in America? 


President Truman’s proposal that 100,000 Jews 
be admitted to Palestine at once has evoked new sus- 
picions and new embitterment among the Arabs. 
With some logical grounds, the Arab politicians re- 
gard such a proposal as a violation of the promise 
that the “basic situation” will not now be altered, for 
100,000 new Jewish immigrants are a factor which 
is likely to undermine the “status quo,” the whole 
basis of the White Paper, and thus, in the Arab view, 
is itself an act “hostile to the Arab people.” The re- 
sult of our administration’s policy in respect to Pales- 
tine has simply been that Jews are losing their faith 
in it, and the Arabs are becoming even more em- 


bittered. 


The President and the State Department have 
driven themselves into a blind alley. They will not 
escape from that impasse until they apply to their 
Palestine policy the clear and honest standard of 
faithfully carrying out political promises and moral 
obligations. Only a firm and resolute pro-Zionist 
policy can satisfy Jews (as well as the conscience of 
America itself) ,-and at the same time—paradoxical 
as it may seem—-pacify the Arabs. Arab tempers will 
be calmed only when they are convinced that the 
period of hesitation and timidity and ambiguous 
diplomacy has been ended, that Great Britain and the 
United States are firmly resolved to reach a positive 
solution, on the soil of Palestine, of the most tragic 
international problem of our times. Arabs will cease 
their threats when they are convinced that such tactics 
make no impression, whether in London or in Wash- 
ington. Their sense of reality will then move them to 
apply their energy in other and more constructive 
channels than the stubborn insistence on exclusive 
rights over one more country, one for which to this 
day they have no other name than Southern Syria. 


The sooner our government decides upon a con- 
sistent Palestine policy, the healthier it will be not 
only for Jews, not only for American interests and 
prestige, but also, in the final analysis, for the Arabs 
in Palestine and for the independent Arab states. 
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THE HOsrtILitTiIEs IN PALESTINE 


ewe THE politicians of the Arab League, in 
the language of diplomats or of gangsters, 
threaten that justice for the Jews in Palestine may 
provoke them to a Holy War, initial hostilities have 
already begun because the British government per- 
sists in doing injustice to the Jews. 


The past month has been full of tense moments 
and small clashes in Palestine. The self-discipline of 
the Yishuv and the desire of the British to avoid large 
scale disorders as long as possible have so far kept 
these hostilities within limits. While there have been 
sporadic outbreaks by Jewish terrorist groups in Pal- 
estine, the dominant factor in the new Jewish resist- 
ance has been the Haganah. True to its tradition, this 
self-defense corps of the Jewish community has fol- 
lowed a course dictated by moral principle and polit- 
ical responsibility. The Jewish community in Pales- 
tine and Jews the world over regard the White Paper 
as morally and legally invalid, and they refuse to re- 
spect its provisions. Consequently, while recognizing 
the authority of the government in other matters, 
they defy it in any attempt to carry out the White 
Paper. They have openly proclaimed that they are 
bringing into Palestine, by every possible route and 
means, transports of Jewish immigrants, and they 
will fight against any attempt to keep them out or to 
deport them from Palestine. Already, it appears, im- 
migrants who crossed the Syrian border into the col- 
ony of Kfar Giladi were given protection from the 
Transjordan Frontier Force—at the cost of a number 
of casualties among “legal” residents who were gratu- 
itously fired upon by the Arab force as they came 
from the outside to Kfar Giladi. In the case of the two 
hundred immigrants released from the Athlit deten- 
tion camp, the Haganah has stated that it used its 
arms to prevent the deportation of Jews from their 
homeland. In a series of remarkable radio messages 
to the British soldiers now being shipped to Palestine, 
the Haganah underground radio station has empha- 
sized that it has no general quarrel with the British, 
that it seeks no war with English soldiers, but that it 
will stop at nothing to break the illegal ban against 
Jews’ entering their own homeland, if the British per- 
sist in enforcing their White Paper policy. 


What is the immediate policy of the British author- 
ities in Palestine, is not quite so clear. There have 
been reports of orders issued to British officers that 
they must carry arms at all times, and of preparations 
for a curfew. These have been denied as unfounded 
rumor. Moreover, the British have withdrawn the 
Transjordan Arab Frontier Force from Palestine, in 
this matter yielding to the insistent demand of the 
Jewish community. The Yishuv was highly incensed, 
and with Sood reason, at the use of this non-Palestin- 
ian Arab force to hunt down Jewish immigrants (es- 
pecially since it was composed in part of former 
members of the fascist forces in Iraq) at a time when 
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a massive illegal immigration of Arabs from neigh- 
boring countries was streaming, unhindered and un- 
molested, into Palestine. The decision to withdraw 
the Transjordan force was the least that could have 
been expected, if the British were not determined de- 
liberately to provoke communal warfare. That a cer- 
tain caution prevails, for the time being, in British 
circles in Palestine is also indicated by the fact that 
the threatened collective fine for refusing to inform 
against those who organized the Athlit rescue action, 
has not yet been enforced against the settlement of 
Yagur. The settlement had stated very plainly that it 
would neither surrender any persons who participated 
in the rescue nor recognize any collective fine; and if 
the British had attempted to enforce such a punish- 
ment by trying to occupy Yagur, the settlement 
would have been supported by the entire Yishuv in its 
resistance. But if these signs point to a certain cau- 
tiousness in the British administration in Palestine at 
present, there are not wanting other indications that 
they are prepared to take very drastic measures. This 
is particularly plain in the very sweeping powers re- 
cently conferred upon the High Commissioner to 
hold without examination or trial illegal immigrants, 
and to confiscate without recourse or appeal vessels 
upon which they have been transported. 


Thus the current hostilities between the officials of 
the British White Paper government and the Jewish 
resistance movement are still being conducted within 
a circumscribed area. The Jews have indicated very 
clearly the lines upon which they will stand and fight. 
The moral appeal of their position is such that any 
attempt by British Empire forces to attack it will in- 
evitably arouse the indignation of public conscience, 
not least of all in the Anglo-Saxon countries. It rests 
with the present British government to make the 
decision. 


MAURITIUS AND OSWEGO 


7. THAT the war is over, the British gov- 
ernment has finally relented and allowed the 
internees on the island of Mauritius to return to Pal- 
estine. Everyone will understand why no great 
publicity was desired by British circles in connection 
with this event. It marks the close of one of the most 
shameful chapters in the chronicle of infamy which 
details Great Britain’s share in the war-time martyr- 
dom of the Jews. In no other instance is it as clear 
how unnecessary, how wilfully stupid, how gratui- 
tously cruel was the attitude of the Palestine adminis- 
tration toward Jewish refugees. The people were in 
Palestine, after nightmare wanderings. The Jewish 
Agency pleaded that they be granted permission to 
stay, in accordance with past procedure, and their 
number be deducted from available certificates. But, 
no! They had to be sent to a god-forsaken sub- 
tropical isle, to suffer there all the evils of an in- 
adequately provided internment camp for the whole 











6 


period of the war; after which they have now been 
brought back to where they were in the first place— 
still within the upper limit of the number of refugees 
admissible under the White Paper. 


On the surface, our own little handful of nine hun- 
dred refugees at Fort Ontario, Oswego, is an al- 
together different matter. We did not rout them out of 
bed in the dead of the night, as the British did, and 
deport them to our island possessions. We admitted 
them to “asylum.” And in that ill-fated “asylum” they 
still remain almost a year and a half later, while we 
“investigate” methods for restoring them to normal 
social conditions again. 

What, in the name of all that is holy, is there to 
“investigate”? Surely, there is not any doubt that the 
internment camp atmosphere is harmful to their 
health as human beings? And as for methods where- 
by the nine hundred could be freed from their barbed 
wire enclosures and their twenty-mile limit, no one 
will ever convince the public that this is so grave a 
problem, given good-will. Did not our government 
help prevail on Spain during the war to release its 
refugees from jail, and permit them to dwell uncon- 
fined in certain towns? Did not we ourselves, early 
in the war, before we set up elaborate administrative 
machinery for “rescuing” people, admit refugees on 
“emergency visitor's visas,” and allow them to live 
among us with a minimum of restrictions, and grad- 
ually, as they received a new status under the regu- 
lar immigration quotas, accept them as permanent 
settlers? And, now, have not a variety of suggestions, 
simple ones and complicated ones, been proposed by 
a congressional committee, which has already investi- 
gated the situation, for redeeming these “guests” of 
ours from their captivity? 


Mr. Ickes, whose department has now been given 
direct rather than supervisory charge of the Oswego 
refugees, no doubt hopes that we will be reassured 
when he tells us that the “investigation” of ways to 
end the prolonged misery of the nine hundred is 
being “continued.” Instead he merely reminds us 
that other internees, who were with the nine hundred 
in the Italian camps, have already found redemption 
in Palestine, where they live as free men. If the pro- 
cess of “investigation” is protracted much further, it 
will be an act of unnecessary cruelty which will go 
far to place the name of Oswego in the same category 
with the name of Mauritius in the memory of man. 


THE FREEDOM TO LIE 


HE DAILY NEWS did an ill service to its own in- 

terests and to the independence of the press when 
it allowed its columnist, John O’Donnell, to print 
falsehoods against the Jews, without any attempt to 
verify the facts. The story about a powerful cabal of 
Jews, who set out to punish General Patton for his al- 
leged aspersions upon the personal courage of a Jew- 
ish soldier, has now been admitted to be false by its 
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author, Mr. O’Donnell; in this way, he has, under 
considerable pressure, conceded his responsibility for 
the veracity of his reports. The Daily News, on the 
other hand, has not yet apologized for permitting an 
easily ascertainable lie to be printed in its columns. It 
takes refuge behind the right of free speech and im- 
plicitly denies all responsibility for checking “facts” 
constituting libels against groups, as long as they 
appear under the by-line of one of its writers. 


We have no legal facilities to compel a newspaper 
writer to tell the truth. Under present conditions a re- 
porter is “entitled” not only to express “wrong” opin- 
ions but even dishonest opinions about any group in 
the population. The only remedy must be in non- 
legal pressures from those who are injured, or from 
other persons of conscience, or in self-discipline on 
the part of organs of public opinion. The assumption 
upon which such wide lattitude is given to writers 
and to editors is that they themselves will feel ob- 
liged to be at least honest, if not always right. O’Don- 
nell’s apology, although belated and made under the 
pressure of public protest, is a recognition of this re- 
sponsibility. Capt. Patterson and the editors of the 
Daily News have not made a similar avowal of re- 
sponsibility. They cannot expect the pressure against 
them to cease until they do so, and if they persist in 
lending their vast resources to the publication of 
libels concocted by the lunatic fringe, they will have 
destroyed the very foundation of the silent compact 
because of which there is no law in this country to see 
that political propaganda is not constructed out of 
fraud and falsehood. 


Jim Crow IN CONSTITUTION HALL 


I T IS all very well for President and Mrs. Truman to 

issue statements condemning the color line drawn 
by the Daughters of the American Revolution in ban- 
ning Miss Hazel Scott from Constitution Hall, but 
the matter can hardly rest there. We have had alto- 
gether too many instances of public or semi-public in- 
stitutions connected with the United States govern- 
ment discriminating against parts of our population. 
The Army, having made certain tentative experiments 
in breaking down its policy of segregating Negroes in 
separate units, found it advisable to hide the evidence 
of their success and continue the accepted Jim Crow 
tradition. The Red Cross, which reports regularly to 
Congress and enjoys specific privileges under Congres- 
sional statutes, went to the absurd lengths of segregat- 
ing Negro from White blood plasma. 


This war has been for the Negro the occasion of 
insult and injury more often than of recognition. At 
the same time, certain beginnings of the realization of 
Negro equality were made. The war-time FEPC estab- 
lished the principle that, at least, in government- 
sponsored activities, emancipation of the Negroes 
should be respected in fact as well as in theory. Recent 
Supreme Court decisions have extended the area with- 
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in which the Fourteenth Amendment is concretely to 
apply, to labor unions and similar nominally private 
organizations, affected with a public interest. The 
Daughters of the American Revolution are an organ- 
ization with a certain public status conferred upon 
them by Congress. Constitution Hall, which they own, 
is tax-exempt. It is good that Representative Adam 
Powell and other Negro advocates are not reacting 
submissively to the situation, and that they are not 
satisfied with the President's statement. Surely some- 
thing more substantial could be done to bring the 
policies of such a semi-public institution as the D.A.R. 
into line with the basic instrument of our government. 
If this country really retains anything of the spirit of 
the Revolution, then it will see to it that the writ of 
the Constitution shall run in Constitution Hall. 


NATIONAL BUDGETING AGAIN 


ion TENACITY and perseverance displayed by 
the proponents of the scheme to introduce a 
“national budgeting advisory service’”* for the Amer- 
ican Jewish community might well be directed into 
more beneficent channels. The proposal provides for 
the appointment by the Council of Jewish Federa- 
tions and Welfare Funds of a small committee which 
will virtually dictate whether and how much Ameri- 
can Jews should contribute for various causes— 
locally, nationally, and overseas. Although it is 
couched in nebulous and innocuous terminology, in- 
cluding the fair-sounding phrases “advisory,” “objec- 
tive,” “review,” “recommend,” the implications of the 
project are clear and unmistakable. Over a period of 
years an advisory budgeting service would become, 
in effect, mandatory, as the cumulative weight of the 
“experts,” analysts, statisticians, and officers of the 
Council of Jewish Federations and Welfare Funds 
would combine against opposition by any presumptu- 
ous member of the board of directors of a given Wel- 
fare Fund. 

At present funds obtained by the Jewish commu- 
nity are divided by local budget committees, who 
evaluate the various claims submitted by national and 
overseas agencies, including the Palestine funds. The 
budget committees have available to them the full 
fact-finding resources of the Council of Jewish Feder- 
ations and Welfare Funds as well as the testimony 
of local supporters of the various agencies. Thou- 
sands of American Jews have thus acquired an inti- 
mate and practical knowledge of Jewish problems, 
as they met week after week in budget committee 
sessions. The final allocation represented a resolution 
of forces, including the desires of the local contribu- 
tors, an evaluation of the services rendered, the facts 
provided by the National Council, a comparison with 
the practice of other communities, and the local lead- 
ership’s thinking and evaluation of the total picture. 





* For an account of the subject, see Saadia Gelb, “National 
Budgeting,” Jewish Frontier, March, 1945. 
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Such processes, approximately a democratic decision 
and evocative of local training might well become 
obsolete if a group of men in New York City were 
to advise on quotas, procedures, and amounts to be 
allocated. Not only would initiative on the part of 
the local budget committees become superfluous, but 
much of the zeal and spirit currently introduced into 
the joint campaigns for funds by the adherents of 
various causes, may also evaporate. 

The interests of a democratic and alert American 
Jewish community would be ill served by the national 
budgeting program. Thus far even its projection for 
discussion has stirred controversy and animosity. 
When first proposed on a national scale in Atlanta 
in 1941, no vote was taken, on technical grounds. A 
referendum of the individual Welfare Funds the same 
year yielded such a small and unimpressing majority 
in favor of the motion that the Board of Directors 
of the Council of Jewish Federations and Welfare 
Funds meeting in 1942, refused to institute the serv- 
ice. The Board considered the matter again in Febru- 
ary 1945 and decided to poll its membership. At a 
subsequent executive committee meeting, these deci- 
sions were reversed and the whole subject was re- 
ferred to the forthcoming national assembly in 1946, 
Were it not for insistent pressure on the part of cer- 
tain National Council leaders, the ghost might be 
laid to rest until such a time as a representative, dem- 
ocratic Jewish over-all community organization 
should be established in the United States. 

Since the Council itself is experiencing great diffi- 
culty in removing the problem from its agenda, it is 
gratifying to note that a Committee to Oppose Na- 
tional Budgeting has been established, consisting of 
leaders of Jewish Welfare Funds and Community 
Councils in various communities. The Committee, 
headed by Mr. Ezra Shapiro, president of the Cleve- 
land Jewish Community Council has received wide 
support for numerous organizations, individuals, and 
local communities. It is our hope that it will succeed 
in defeating national budgeting at the forthcoming 
National Assembly. An alert and aroused Jewish pub- 
lic will insure that result. 


THE KEREN HAYEsSOD 


sims TWENTY-FIVE years since the establish- 
ment of the Palestine Foundation Fund (Keren 
Hayesod) have seen remarkable changes in Pales- 
tine. In the bulk of the new settlements it was this 
fund, established in London in 1920, which provided 
the necessary capital and equipment. Without the 
paraphernalia of a state’s treasury, this fund of the 
Jewish people was required to undertake tasks which 
might have taxed the initiative and daring of any 
state. It was the hall-mark of Keren Hayesod opera- 
tions that it was willing to dare. It dared to support 
untried Jewish laborers in their attempts‘ to establish 
modern farm settlements in waste areas. It dared to 
undertake these tasks with no more firm financial 
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~.\”_Jbasis than the voluntary contributions of the mass of 


Jews. The Jewish Yishuv as it stands in Palestine to- 
day is a monument to the success which attended that 


“. daring, and the daring of all the Zionist pioneers. 


Throughout the existence of the Keren Hayesod 
until the second World War, it was supported by a 
wide constituency of small contributors. It was this 
reason that made the share of such countries as Po- 
land and the Baltic lands, South Africa and Palestine 
itself bulk large in the income of the fund. In these 
countries Jewish funds were supported by the broad 
masses of the community and not by a select few 
large contributors, in a greater degree than was the 
case in the United States. Upon its 25th anniversary, 
the Keren Hayesod faces a situation in which its tasks 
have been multiplied and many of its sources of sup- 
port have been lost. In common with all the other 
new responsibilities which American Jewry must as- 
sume, there is also that of contributing more gener- 
ously to the Keren Hayesod, and giving to it in the 
same spirit as it was supported by Eastern European 


Jewry. 
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THE FRONTIER EXPANDS 


punta’ with the January, 1946 issue, the 

JEWIsH FRONTIER will increase its size and 
scope. After January our normal issue will be 48 
pages. No increase in the subscription rate is planned. 


The larger issue will enable us to cover more 
topics more extensively. We plan to include more 
Palestinian material, more comment on the larger 
issues and cultural trends among Jews and in their 
environment, and to have certain regular departments 
on subjects like ethnic relations in the United States, 
colonial and imperial problems, and the American 
Jewish community. On American ethnic relations, 
we have obtained the cooperation of Dr. Werner J. 
Cahnmann, as a regular contributor; on Far Eastern 
colonial and imperial questions, of Mr. Channing 
Liem. (See note on p. 37.) 


Other announcements will follow. 


The Little Foxes 


by Ben Halpern 


fe TIME HAS COME to speak plainly to the 
little foxes in our Jewish vineyard. There are 
those among us who claim to be deeply concerned 
over the fate of the surviving Jews in Europe, but 
who at every turn sabotage the efforts of the Jewish 
community, under its chosen, Zionist leadership, to 
effect their rescue into Palestine. Their defense is that 
they are opposed to Zionist political aims, not to the 
rescue of the oppressed. With a pious mien, they tell 
us that they, too, oppose the White Paper, that they, 
too, are Abumanitarians—in fact, they alone are 
humanitarians—and they want to see the suffering 
Jews of Europe admitted to Palestine. 


The time has come to ask: Well, then, if you want 
to see Jews admitted to Palestine, what do you pro- 
pose to do about it? What are your plans to consum- 
mate that desire of your hearts, barring politics? 


The Council with Limited Liability 

On the day of the publication of the Harrison re- 
port on Jewish suffering in occupied Germany, on 
the day of the great Jewish protest in New York's 
Madison Square Garden against the British persistence 
in the White Paper policy, the American Council for 
Judaism (Inc.) issued two communiqués. One was 
in the form of a telegram sent by Lessing Rosenwald, 
Jr. to all the metropolitan newspapers, urgently ad- 
vising their editors to discount the Madison Square 


Garden protest, because there was a section of the 
Jewish population—notably Mr. Rosenwald himself, 
with his couple of thousand cohorts—which differed 
with those represented in the Garden. Mr. Rosenwald 
said no word against the Attlee government's reten- 
tion of the White Paper policy; he did not comment 
on the Harrison report; he did not endorse President 
Truman’s demand that 100,000 Jews be admitted to 
Palestine at once. He was interested only in the 
humanitarian aspect of the situation—namely, in the 
politics of anti-Zionism, and not in its political as- 
pect—namely, the rescue of 100,000 Jews from 
another winter in DP camps in occupied Germany. 

On the question of immediate Jewish immigration 
to Palestine, the American Council for Judaism (with 
limited liability) expressed itself in one of those 
periodical letters to the New York Times, over the 
signature of Rabbi Morris S. Lazaron. The letter 
begins and ends and is chiefly constituted by a plea 
for the “repression of extremists”—meaning the bulk 
of Jewry, who are Zionists and who have already 
indicated in Palestine that they will fight for immigra- 
tion—in order to “avoid bloodshed in the Holy 
Land.” 


The rabbi speaks of “the just request that Pales- 
tine be opened to homeless and stateless Jews.” This 
he approves as humanitarian, and “not the same thing 
as the program of the Zionist Organization, the 
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Jewish Congress, and the Jewish Agency,” which is 
political. How far does he want Palestine opened? 
“Unlimited Jewish immigration” he describes as one 
of the “maximum Zionist demands.” 


“The need to find homes for the stateless and dispos- 
sessed, the ability of Palestine to absorb a large propor- 
tion of such unfortunates, their desire to go there and the 
justice of the claim that Palestine should be opened to 
such immigration within the limits of the complex situa- 
tion are facts in the picture, supported by the profound- 
est considerations of justice and humanity . . . 

“Let us determine, first of all, how many Jews wish to 
go to Palestine and let us all unite behind the appeal to 
open the doors of Palestine to as wide an extent as con- 
ditions permit.” (All italics mine—B. H.) 

Since we are dealing in terms of pure humanitarian- 
ism, let us not raise the doubtless chauvinistic ques- 
tion whether a substantial body of Jews, not quite 
or not now “dispossessed,” nor technically “stateless,” 
but determined to survive as a Jewish people, have 
the right to live in a national home where they are no 
longer, at best, a tolerated minority. Let us pass over, 
also, the curious “humanitarian” instinct which 
impels Lazaron, after admitting as a fact that Jews 
want to go to Palestine, to make the sadistic sugges- 
tion that, while the White Paper is maintained, and 
forcible repatriations to Poland are not unheard of, 
and another winter in Bergen-Belsen stares them in 
the face, Jews should be polled “first of all” in order 
to determine how many want to go to Palestine. Let 
us hew strictly to the line: the main question is, what 
is the meaning of those “limitations of the complex 
situation” and “conditions” by which will be deter- 
mined the measure of “justice and humanity” to be 
granted us, as a reward for renouncing political aims 
and methods? 

The rabbi does not leave us long in doubt: 

“It should be possible . . . to mitigate the fears of the 
Arabs by international guarantee against Jewish domina- 
tion (read by promising an Arab State—B.H.) and to 
satisfy the demands of the Jewish nationalists (humani- 
tarians will doubtless be satisfied, too—B.H.) by a more 
generous immigration policy with local autonomy guar- 
anteed to each community .. . 

“Certainly with international guarantee of the integ- 
rity of their position, with the threat of Jewish domi- 
nance removed, the Arabs in the light of Jewish need 
and desire, should agree to open the country to reason- 
able Jewish immigration . . . 

“They who seek ‘the peace of Jerusalem’ will find it 
only in the way of honorable compromise.” 
Humanitarianism, 2 la Lazaron, thus means a fair 

division of political objectives as between Jews and 
Arabs, whereby the latter are “internationally guar- 
anteed” that they will get an Arab State (one more! ), 
whereas the former are “internationally guaranteed” 
that they will zot get the Jewish State. Humanitarian- 
ism means also that after we have, “first of all,” in- 
vestigated how many Jews want to go to Palestine, 
and then “internationally guaranteed” that they will 
not have a Jewish State, the number who will find 
asylum in the Promised Land will be determined, not 
by their need, nor by “the profoundest considerations 
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of justice and humanity among Jews and Christians, 
American and British” to which that need power- 
fully appeals, but by the Arabs, to whom that need 
emphatically does not appeal. This is what is de- 
scribed as an “honorable compromise.” If I thought 
that anything could penetrate the thick, benumbing 
vapors of self-adulation, the incense-clouds of simu- 
lated humanitarianism in which our junior prophet 
from Baltimore wraps himself publicly—and no 
doubt in private, too—I would suggest that he see 
the current “March of Time” film on Palestine. Let 
him listen to the Arab representative in London recite 
in dull, dead tones, “Every Jew who enters Palestine 
is a brick in the Jewish State. We cannot consider 
humanitarian motives . . .” And after hearing this 
handsome declaration, !et him proceed with his plans 
for a questionnaire study of how many dispossessed 
Jews in the concentration camps “wish to go to Pales- 
tine,” as a diversion for the period during which the 
Arab State in Palestine will consider what is the extent 
of “reasonable Jewish immigration,” to which it 
“should agree.” 


There is another curious sidelight relevant to this 
discussion. Repeatedly in his letter Rabbi Lazaron 
shows a fine delicacy in his concern for the interna- 
tional relations between Great Britain and the United 
States, and a deep anxiety lest the “irresponsible” 
Zionists—notorious extremists and bulls-in-the-china- 
shop, of course—upset President Truman’s quiet 
negotiations by uncalled-for remarks. Now, it is 
known, and was known when the Lazaron letter 
appeared, more or less on what basis the President 
was negotiating with Great Britain: on the question 
of a Jewish State, he had spoken to Churchill and 
Attlee, and was continuing discussions, with a view 
to meeting with Arabs on the matter later; on the 
immediate admission of 100,000 Jews, he was talking 
solely to Great Britain, and indicated no intention of 
bringing the Arabs into the matter at all. Moreover, 
the Arabs, who started by calling Truman a defaulter 
of certain promises made by the late President 
Roosevelt to Ibn Saud, have now been raising merry 
Hades with the cry that the United States had prom- 
ised to discuss with them, before acting, not only 
the ultimate political status of Palestine, but the 
future admission of any Jews. This is obviously one of 
those “complicated” and “delicate” international situ- 
ations in which we are urged by the rabbi to abstain 
from rash publicity and “pressures” which might 
“embarrass those responsible for the conduct of our 
international relations.” What call, then, did the emi- 
nent rabbi have to open his big mouth in public and 
take sides with the Arabs against his own President 
in a dispute affecting delicate international negotia- 
tions? 

But we digress. We began with the question, What 
is the American Council for Judaism (limited lia- 
bility) doing to carry out its pretended aim of getting 
Jews into Palestine at once, and of ending White 
Paper discrimination against the Jews, a la Nurem- 
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berg? The answer to the first part of this question is 
obvious, and has already been given in the foregoing. 
The answer to the second part of the question is 
equally clear. The Council supports the principles of 
the White Paper. 

The White Paper policy as to immigration is that, 
almost the whole of 75,000 Jewish immigrants 
having already entered Palestine, further Jewish im- 
migration must be subject to Arab consent. This is 
also the view of the American Council for Judaism 
(with limited liability), as presented by Lazaron. The 
British government, in line with the White Paper 
philosophy, is reported to contemplate recommending 
to the Arabs the admission of an annual immigration 
quota of 18,000 to 24,000, which would keep the 
Jews approximately one-third of the Palestine popu- 
lation. Who can doubt that the American Council for 
Judaism (with limited liability) would regard this 
as a reasonable—no! an honorable—compromise? 

But what will happen today and tomorrow to 
about 100,000 Jews, now in DP camps in Germany 
and Austria, to almost 20,000 in similar camps in 
Italy, to the scores of thousands admitted to temporary 
asylum in Switzerland, Sweden, Great Britain, and 
Oswego, N. Y., but not desired as permanent resi- 
dents, to about 20,000 “displaced” Jews in Shanghai; 
to the thousands upon thousands now desperately flee- 
ing the pogrom area of Poland, Slovakia, and Hun- 
gary, and the other thousands who, unable to flee, are 
being picked off dozen by dozen, or one by. one, by 
their liberated compatriots in those countries; to the 
Jewish orphans murmuring Yiddish phrases to them- 
selves in Catholic homes and institutions in the effort 
to retain their identity; and, we may add, to the 
potential and actual refugees of Turkey and Yemen, 
of Iraq and Morocco, all of whom yearn and strain 
to enter Palestine—and some of whom are coming 
there every day regardless of the White Paper? Will 
the American Council for Judaism condone shooting 
them down in order to prevent their “illegal” entry? 
Will it applaud their forcible repatriation to the 
pogrom area? 

Only an implicit answer to these questions is given 
by what Rosenwald and Lazaron state, or fail to 
state. From what we can make out of their orphic 
utterances, we are frank to say that avowedly non- 
humanitarian Arabs appear less cruel to Jewish 
refugees than does the American Council for Judaism 
(with limited liability). The Arabs tell us simply that 
they have “contributed their share” of asylum to 
Jews in Palestine; now let others be humanitarian. 
Let us not stop now to be indignant at the hypocrisy 
and cool insolence of the Arab argument; at any 
rate, we must admit that if Palestine is to be regarded 
as an Arab country, then the position is perfectly 
logical. If Jews have no rights there other than that 
of tolerance, why should they not be kept out when 
so many have already been admitted, and other, 
broader and wealthier lands refuse to admit their “fair 
share”? 


JEWISH FRONTIER 


When Arabs take this view, it is not up to them 
to say which other countries should open their doors 
to Jews. But when American citizens take the view 
that Palestine should be an Arab state, with the 
sovereign right to restrict Jewish (of course under 
the non-discriminatory rubric of “non-Palestinian” ) 
immigration; when, as humanitarians, they contend 
that all countries should share in the burden of grant- 
ing asylum to Jewish refugees—then it is up to them 
at the very least to prove, if not their humanitarian- 
ism, then their sincerity by demanding that the United 
States open its doors. We are not impressed by the 
humanitarianism of Dean Virginia Gildersleeve, who 
has recently adopted the view of the Arabs and the 
American Council for Judaism (with limited liabil- 
ity) on Palestine, when she says that a// doors should 
be open to Jews—share and share alike—that Pales- 
tine has already done its part, and that the United 
States should admit at once 200,000 Jews from 
Europe as its fair share. Even one with so long an 
academic background as Dean Gildersleeve should 
know enough politics to realize that her demand is 
realistic on only one side—its assumption that Arabs 
can be persuaded not to admit Jews—but completely 
unreal if it implies that the United States might be 
swayed to admit a large number. This “generosity” 
of Dean Gildersleeve offers no solace to the European 
Jews, it only tends to seal the tomb upon them in 
Europe, but it testifies at least to the surface integrity 
of Dean Gildersleeve’s mind. 

When have we heard from anyone in the American 
Council for Judaism—those pure-hearted advocates 
of free immigration everywhere—the specific demand 
that America open its gates to Jews? We cannot 
recall such an occasion. Rabbi Lazaron is an influential 
man in certain Washington circles. There was a time 
when liberals and men of good will generally were 
agitating for the admission of Jews to a free port in 
this country. We should be the last to deny the sad 
flaws in the Oswego scheme or the unhappy conse- 
quences to which it led; but at the time surely it was 
a symbolic test of the sincerity of American humani- 
tarianism. Beyond doubt, it was the kind of project 
which should have enlisted the support of a humani- 
tarian of Rabbi Lazaron’s stamp. What did Lazaron 
say to his Washington friends regarding the Oswego 
project? Was it something so disgraceful that he is 
afraid to reveal it to the public to this day? Why did 
we hear no word from him then, and why to this day 
have we had no statement of the attitude of any of 
his group on questions of this kind? 

The American Council for Judaism (liability lim- 
ited) has given no hint that it would welcome Jewish 
refugees in America. It has very plainly indicated 
that it wants them to stay where they now are. It 
assures them that, at any rate, the peak of European 
anti-Semitism has been passed, after Hitler killed six 
out of eight million Jews in formerly occupied 
Europe. In Palestine, on the other hand, they snidely 
state, no such peak has yet been reached. And the 
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inference from the Council’s chill silence on asylum 
in America is equally plain: Here, too, anti-Semitism 
still has to reach its zenith. O happy European Jews, 
to be kept in your blessed DP camps and pogrom 
areas, with their subsiding anti-Semitism, and pre- 
served by the anxious care of the Council, with lim- 
ited liability, both from perilous Palestine and haz- 
ardous America! | 


The Hebrew Embassy and the 
Israelite Committee 


Two other Jewish organizations came out with 
minority dissents on the Madison Square Garden 
meeting. Strange bedfellows indeed, Judge Joseph 
Proskauer's American Jewish Committee and Mr. 
Peter Bergson’s American League for a Free Pales- 
tine—the non-Zionists, trembling on the brink of 
anti-Zionism and the extremist Zionist militants, who 
once called for the transfer of Arabs from Palestine 
in order to make more room for Jews. This ill-matched 
team was simultaneously moved by the protest of the 
Jewish community against the British Labor govern- 
ment’s retention of the, White Paper to almost the 
same action: they both tried to cut the ground from 
under the Jewish protest by registering dissent and 
offering an emendation to it, denying, in effect, that 
it was necessary to demand a Jewish State. 


On the very day of the Madison Square Garden 
protest and the release of the Harrison report, the 
American Jewish Committee found nothing better to 
do than to compete for the President’s time with a 
Zionist delegation: their obvious purpose was to per- 
suade the President to break off negotiations, which 
he had already initiated, regarding a Jewish State. 
On that same day, the American League for a Free 
Palestine ran one of their full page newspaper ads in 
which they congratulated the Zionist Organization 
of America* for its protest against the Attlee govern- 
ment’s attitude. At the same time, they were careful 
to point out that they, the American League for a 
Free Palestine, did mot want a Jewish State, but only 
the abolition of the discriminatory provisions of the 
White Paper, and the admission of Jewish immi- 
grants. Regarding the agencies to carry this out, the 
American League for a Free Palestine proposed to 
supersede not only the British government, but the 
Jewish Agency for Palestine, with whose aid over 
400,000 Jews had been brought to Palestine and 
settled there since 1920. Having decided they do not 
want a Jewish State, the American League for a Free 
Palestine also “came to the conclusion,” as it were, 
that it could do without a Jewish Agency. To replace 
it, they asked for an international commission to 
bring Jews to Palestine. As if to complete the united 
front between the Revisionists and the non-Zionists, 
the American Jewish Committee’s program also had 


*The Madison Square Garden meeting was actually organized 
not by the ZOA, but by the American Zionist Emergency Council, 
of which it is a member-organization. 
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long called for (among a variety of other interna- 
tional commissions to deal with matters of Jewish 
interest) intergovernmental administration of the 
Palestine government. 

In the face of such astounding unanimity between 
antipodal extremes, the least informed observer would 
have to ask, What are these people really after? Any- 
one with the slightest acquaintance with inner-Jewish 
politics of recent years, does not need long study to 
answer that question. Obviously, these people are 
not really seeking a common goal, desirable to them 
both as a “solution” of the “problem” of Palestine’s 
political status. They are both, in common, trying to 
shipwreck their “opponents” within the Jewish com- 
munity: the Zionists, the leaders of the Jewish 
Agency, the American Jewish Conference, and the 
American Zionist Emergency Council. 

It is to this end that those extremists among Revi- 
sionists, the boys of the American League for a Free 
Palestine, those protagonists of the bomb and the 
loud-speaker, those “ambassadors of the Hebrew 
Nation,” those militant diplomats who (before Madi- 
son Square Garden) insisted on a Jewish State on both 
sides of the Jordan and the transfer of Arabs from 
Palestine to make room for “Hebrews’”—they now 
join the American Jewish Committee in deprecating 
a Jewish State. The Bergson group is not entirely 
popular in its own mother-organization. At the last 
Revisionist conference, recently held in London, they 
were harshly criticized for their half-baked theories 
of the “Hebrew Nation.” Now, too, they are choosing 
a road to their common goal which is almost directly 
opposed to tactics of other Revisionists. The main 
body of Revisionists have recently proposed to set 
themselves up as a “provisional Jewish government” 
of Palestine—thus proclaiming the “illegitimacy” of 
the Jewish Agency. The Bergsonites are even more 
daring and also more subtle, in using a traditional 
Revisionist weapon—the “holy lie.” 

Far from openly declaring themselves a “Jewish 
government,” they stage a pageant of innocent masks: 
they pose as a “non-sectarian” organization, they call 
for an international commission to deal with Jewish 
immigration in place of the Jewish Agency, they raise 
their hands in horror at the idea of asking for a Jew- 
ish State; and all the time their “Embassy” stands on 
Massachusetts Avenue in Washington, D. C., ready to 
take over at once when and if, through these sub- 
marine tactics, they succeed in sinking the torpedoed 
Jewish Agency. 

It is hardly any more difficult to perceive what the 
American Jewish Committee is after. From the day 
the Committee left the American Jewish Conference, 
after Judge Proskauer with his own, inimitable sancti- 
moniousness had pledged his Committee to be a loyal 
minority in that organ of the general Jewish commu- 
nity, it has steadfastly sought every opportunity to 
put its candidacy forward as a spokesman of the Jew- 
ish people, in competition with the Zionists. The 
Committee has faced a difficult task in attempting to - 
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discover just the proper accentuation of its disagree- 
ment with the Zionists and the main body of the 
Jewish community. 

It was bound by its past, which included participa- 
tion by some of its leading lights in the Jewish 
Agency, endorsement of the Balfour Declaration, 
Opposition to partition schemes, and protest against 
any method of determining how many Jews could 
come.to Palestine other than by the “economic 
absorptive capacity” test. Thus, the Committee could 
not join the American Council for Judaism, Inc. in 
proposing outright that political tests, and particularly 
Arab agreement (the White Paper criteria), should 
determine how many Jews could enter Palestine. As 
recently as the Sdn Francisco United Nations Con- 
ference, the American Jewish Committee joined 
with the main body of American Jews in opposing 
Arab efforts to scrap the Balfour Declaration. 


On the other hand, the Committee was under 
strong pressure from a different side. Influential parts 
of its membership, the founders and leaders of the 
American Council for Judaism, Inc., were examining 
its activities with a critical eye. The danger that they 
might bolt entirely, and take considerable financial 
support and “prestige” with them, undoubtedly had 
much to do with the Committee’s shift in attitude and 
its withdrawal from the American Jewish Conference 
after that body adopted a resolution accepting the 
Zionist view on current Palestine questions. After se- 
ceding from the Conference, too, the Committee was 
under constant pressure from the extremist part of its 
membership to make unmistakably clear at what 
point they would refuse to back up the Zionist de- 
mands any further. 


The crucial point which they hit upon was the fa- 
mous distinction between humanitarian and political 
demands. They were for admitting Jews to Palestine 
up to the country’s economic absorptive capacity, but 
they did not choose to back the Agency in its fight for 
adequate power of its own, and a suitable policy on 
the part of the United Nations, required to make such 
immigration possible. Aware as they were that the 
Agency demands were based on a long and intimate 
acquaintance with the obstructionist record of the 
British Palestine administration, they refused none- 
theless to back up the Agency’s conclusions from these 
facts. Instead, they concocted ad hoc a panacea of 
international trusteeship, which could serve at least as 
a shield behind which to hide from the Zionist Bilt- 
more platform. And, above all, they stalled for time. 
During the war they backed up every excuse offered 
by the British or our own authorities for deferring a 
decision on Palestine. As long as no final stand had 
been made, they. could continue to hold off with one 
hand the attacks of general Jewish opinion by their 
humanitarian fight for Jewish immigration and by 
their protests against the White Paper, while, with 
the other, they diagramed and underscored for the 
Rosenwalds and the Lazarons ‘ust where they differed 





JEWISH FRONTIER 


with the Zionists. Time had already passed them by. 
The war ended, with its excuses for delay. There was 
every reason to fear that if a Jewish State were pro- 
claimed, enough Jews, admissible under the test of 
economic absorptive capacity, would immigrate to fill 
it rapidly up to a Jewish majority. President Truman 
had already started negotiations with England about 
a Jewish State. The Committee’s hard-fought foot- 
hold for “non-Zionism,” whose whole essence was 
delay, was slipping from under their feet. Soon they 
would have to decide: Were they with the Council 
with Limited Liability against the ultimate realization 
of the Balfour Declaration, or were they with the 
Jewish Agency? 

The Attlee government’s betrayal of its own 
party’s and Great Britain’s pledges saved the day for 
the American Jewish Committee. Again an opportu- 
nity to counsel delay! So they went to President Tru- 
man and advised him to concentrate on the “human- 
itarian” aspects and put aside the “political” negotia- 
tions he had begun. A slick piece of work, whereby at 
once the organization interests of the Committee were 
salvaged, and the Zionists were sabotaged. 


The Hebrew Ambassadors and the Israelite Com- 
mittee have been so busy lately with these “Yes, 
but . . .” operations, that we wonder whether they 
have been able to give any attention to the “more re- 
mote” consequences of their acts—to some of the ef- 
fects just beyond the focal point of their own partisan 
“organization” advantage. These two bodies, unlike 
the American Council for Judaism, Inc., have done 
things in the fight to rescue Jews during the war and 
to admit them to Palestine since its close which do not 
permit us to doubt the sincerity of their concern for 
the fate of their suffering fellow-Jews. Cannot they 
realize that their present course of blind and petty 
internecine political sabotage is cutting off the last 
desperate hope of the “liberated Jews”? 


Let not the Bergson boys think that if they succeed 
—or help the Arabs and British imperialists succeed 
—in defeating the idea of a Jewish State now, when 
the Jewish Agency is led by Jewish labor and by 
Weizmann, they will be able to bring national libera- 
tion to the Hebrews, with Bergson in the saddle. Let 
not the Proskauers imagine that if they torpedo Jew- 
ish hopes by their present policy of reservations and 
delay, they will be able to bring aid and solace to the 
uprooted and beaten Jews of the world in their own 
good time. The question is now up for settlement, one 
way or the other, and is not likely to be settled in por- 
tions. The Manchester Guardian deserves to be heeded 
when it warns us that the admission of any Jews to 
Palestine today is dependent upon political decisions. 
There can be a decision to admit Jews only in such 
numbers and under such conditions as Arabs agree to, 
or to admit them in accordance with the demands of 
justice and of Jewish lawful rights, regardless of Arab 
views. Either course will have to be enforced: the first 
by killing Jews to the last man or woman capable of 
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resistance, the other by a sufficient show of strength to 
convince the Arabs. 


This question is being settled today. The British, 
according to report, want to admit Jews up to the 
annual rate provided by the White Paper; which, 
probabilities indicate, would be agreed to by the 
Arabs. President Truman, having read the Harrison 
report, knows that such a policy would mean death to 
thousands upon thousands of Jews next winter. He 
demands at once, therefore, the admission of 100,000 
Jews, chiefly the DP’s. This, too, might be agreed to 
by the Arabs, but only if the United Nations would 
give an ironclad promise, countersigned by the Jews, 
that these would be the Jast Jews admitted. President 
Truman knows that such a promise is impossible. He 
knows the main body of Jews will never agree to set a 
line marking off those Jews who may have liberty 
from those who must forever languish beyond the 
pale. (Is the Bergson group really ready to fix this dis- 
tinction, and at the mark of 100,000 “Hebrews” or 
wherever else non-Jewish statesmen choose?) He 
knows, moreover, that there are far more Jews than 
the 100,000 or so DP’s who would eagerly go to 
Palestine if permitted, and whose only chance for a 
decent future lies in Palestine. (Does not the Ameri- 
can Jewish Committee, too, know this?) Since this is 
true, it is impossible for any arbitrary, political maxi- 
mum to be set today on Jewish immigration. Without 
such a maximum, the Arabs will oppose a// immigra- 
tion. That is why President Truman has been negoti- 
ating with Britain regarding a Jewish State. That is 
why the British (and this is more than a mere politi- 
cal dodge) are demanding that the United States 
share its responsibility. The United Nations have to 
make up their minds: Will they make the political 
decision to force Arab demands upon the Jews, or 
will they provide the political conditions for Jewish 
immigration and for the enforcement of the Balfour 
Declaration? 


In this situation, the American Jewish Committee 
sought an audience with the President to dissuade 
him from discussing a Jewish State with Britain. In 
this situation, the Bergsonites write full page ads and 
bring about the introduction of the eighth in a series 
of Congressional resolutions (cunningly anticipating 
a Zionist resolution which they obviously expected to 
be proposed), in which America is advised that it is 
not essential now to press for a decision in favor of a 
Jewish State in Palestine. The only charitable conclu- 
sion is to hope that they know not what they do. 

For reasons of their own blind and narrow ambi- 
tion, the Hebrews and Israelites may choose to desert 
the banner of the Jewish people at this crisis. There 
are others who will not desert, who will not tolerate 
any “solution” but justice to the Jewish people. They 
may succeed or they may die in failure. History will 
know how to judge those who, wittingly or unwit- 
tingly, stab them in the back. Jews today also know. 
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Palestine and the 


Oil Interests 
by Inge Kaiser 


en is classified as a “poor” prospect for 
oil drillers, Yet Palestine’s fate is intimately 
linked with the future of oil—the oil industry in the 
Persian Gulf Region. 


Britain’s mandate over Palestine under the League 
and United States participation in the 1924 Mandate 
Agreement, making her a consultant on the mandate, 
are not adequate explanation for the present deep 
concern of these two countries over the future of 
Palestine—especially when viewed against the back- 
ground -of the present policy of appeasing Arab 
leaders. A very plausible explanation, however, can 
be found in their interest in the security of their oil 
concessions all through the Near East. 


When the Germans thrust eastward from North 
Africa during the war, they had already softened up 
the Arab countries—where they hoped Rommel’s 
Afrika Korps would join the Axis’ European forces 
—by propaganda broadcasts and by the work of 
“tourists,” missionaries, and commercial emissaries, 
whom they had sent into the Middle East in increas- 
ing numbers, Allied strategists soon became aware 
of the gravity of this threat to the Mediterranean, 
which endangered the local fuel supply and the Suez 
Canal. Their efforts to hold the Arabs in line were 
strengthened by the financial relations already exist- 
ing between King Ibn Saud of Saudi Arabia and the 
Standard Oil Company of California. This company 
is co-owner of an oil prospecting concession which 
since 1939 covered most of Saudi Arabia. Together 
with the Texas Company (through their joint ven- 
ture, the Arabian American Oil Company), Standard 
of California has accounted for an increasing part of 
Ibn Saud’s income. Iraq and Iran (the latter is not an 
Arab state) also draw heavily on Anglo-American 
oil rents and royalties. Royalties, subsidies, and loans 
from the oil companies helped keep most of the 
Arabs more or less in the Allied camp, despite Axis 
propaganda. As the war progressed, the financial 
burden grew heavy on these private enterprises, and 
the British Foreign Office and the American State 
Department were called on for diplomatic support— 
which they had given generously before—and for 
financial aid. They gave both. So it happened that 
while the oil companies were making the Middle 
East safe for the Allies, the Foreign Office and the 
State Department were making the Middle East safe 
for the oil companies. 

While the war was being fought in the Mediter- 
ranean and while the Japanese had control over Far 
Eastern oil resources, there was a strategic need for 
locally available petroleum supplies and for safe 
access thereto. Loans under Lend-Lease, agricultural 
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and military missions, and perhaps even Secretary 
Ickes’ trans-Arabian pipeline could possibly be ex- 
plained on that. basis. Yet this pipeline would not 
have been completed in time for war use, and the 
above justification for it as a public investment seems 
a little strained. And the alleged more than $25 mil- 
lion in Lend-Lease, the agricultural and military mis- 
sions seem rather generous compensation for Ibn 
Saud’s part in the war effort. Furthermore, the dates 
of treaties, of the setting up of legations, and of 
various forms of recognition, curiously coincide with 
the acquisition of oil concessions. 

What is the reason for the willingness of certain 
departments and agencies, even after the Mediter- 
ranean had become safe, to incur tremendous expen- 
ditures in supporting Arab potentates and in devel- 
oping facilities in the Middle East? A significant fac- 
tor has been the influence of the large oil corpora- 
tions, by strategic placement of their personnel in 
government positions. 


IN THE Petroleum Administration for War, which is 
largely concerned with technical problems, it is not 
Surprising to find Secretary Ickes and his Deputy 
Petroleum Administrator Ralph K. Davies (Vice 
President of Standard of California), making an ap- 
peal to the oil industry to recruit men for this govern- 
ment service. As they say in their appeal, “unless 
PAW is staffed with experienced personnel, the 
agency may come to be operated largely by govern- 
ment career men and others not adequately ac- 
quainted with the problems and operating methods 
of the petroleum industry.” And, indeed, both Stand- 
ard Oil (N. J.) and Standard of California have 
their men in high places in this government agency. 
An outstanding example, next to Mr. Davies himself, 
is James Terry Duce, Vice President of Arabian 
American Oil Company, who for two years held the 
all-important job of Chief of the Foreign Division.’ 
Without actually being in the State Department, Mr. 
Duce’s powers were thus strongly affected with 
foreign policy. 

Of other agencies, dealing either with oil, foreign 
policy, or both, each has its share of representatives 
of the “majors.” 

The Army-Navy Petroleum Board had as its exec- 
utive officer Rear Admiral A. F. Carter of the Shell 
Company, one of the stockholders in Iraq Petroleum 
Co. Another high position was held by Gen. Walter 
B. Pyron, Vice President of Gulf, which jointly with 
the Anglo-Iranian Oil Co. holds concessions in the 
Sheikdom of Kuwait. The assistant director of the 
theater division of this Board is Lt. Col. Eugene T. 
Kavanaugh, former Washington representative of 
the Bahrein Petroleum Co. (jointly owned by Stand- 
ard of California and Texas Co.). 





*This Division, in combination with an oil industry-selected and 
oil industry-financed committee, had plenary powers over foreign 
oil under Directive 70, an order issued by Mr. Ickes. 
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In the days when Albert B. Fall, then Secretary of 
Interior, was engaged in his clandestine oil deals with 
Harry F. Sinclair, culminating in the Teapot Dome 
scandal, Charles Evans Hughes was Secretary of 
State. Secretary Hughes in this capacity was called 
upon by various American oil companies, primarily 
Standard (N. J.) and Standard of New York, to en- 
force the “open door” policy in Iraq, at that time a 
mandate of the British government. Secretary Hughes 
had previously been an attorney for Standard inter- 
ests, and in this matter he brought to bear the full 
weight of his high office. His efforts were successful, 
and in 1928 the Near East Development Company, 
composed of Standard (N. J.) and Socony (Stand- 
ard of New York) and three other American com- 
panies, which soon dropped out, entered into the Iraq 
Petroleum Company and into the now infamous Red 
Line Agreement. They took this step with the full 
knowledge and sanction of the Secretary of State 
(then Secretary Kellogg). The State Department 
and the British Foreign Office were continuously in- 
volved in oil questions of the Middle East in the post- 
war conferences at San Remo, Lausanne, and Geneva, 
although the black fluid was rarely mentioned at 
formal meetings. 

In today’s State Department there is Maj. Gen. 
Patrick J. Hurley, who used to work with Sinclair. 
During 1943 and 1944 he was sent on special diplo- 
matic missions to the Middle East. In September, 
1945, Sinclair announced the acquisition of a conces- 
sion from Ethiopia. Joseph Davies, former counsel 
for Standard of California and Standard (N. J.) also 
ranks high in the State Department. The position of 
Petroleum Adviser, created in 1941, was held succes- 
sively by Max. W. Thornburg, Vice President of 
Bahrein Petroleum Co., and Charles B. Rayner from 
Socony-Vacuum (one of the Iraq Petroleum Co. part- 
ners). Rayner had previously been in the Foreign 
Economic Administration with another former Soc- 
ony-Vacuum man, Victor Barry, who had been in 
charge of Near East marketing for Socony. 


THESE were the men involved in making United 
States policy in the Middle East during 1943-44, 
when certain startling events happened in Washing- 
ton. 

Senators Brewster (Me.), Chandler (Ky.), Lodge 
(Mass.), Mead (N. Y.), and Russell (Ga.) re- 
turned from a trip through the Middle East with the 
observation that the United States was depleting its 





*The Red Line Agreement (1928) was entered into by the vari- 
ous partners in Iraq Petroleum Company, binding each and every 
one of them not to enter the area within a “red line” drawn around 
the entire Arabian peninsula on their own account, but only as a 
joint venture for the IPC account. Gulf in 1930 tried to get the 
concession on Bahrein Island. But Gulf had been a partner at the 
time of the Agreement, and so they were forced to sell out to 
Standard of California. This agreement is outlined in a letter from 
Guy Wellman, Associate General Counsel to Standard (N.J.), to 
the Secretary of State, referring to the “self-denying covenant,” cov- 
ering “not only the former Ottoman Empire, but also the areas 
which may be leased to such stockholders” (in IPC) by the Iraq 
government. 
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Own petroleum reserves to fuel the war, while the 
Middle East was not contributing its proper share. 
This announcement was read to mean that British oil 
interests were hoarding their reserves at the expense 
of Western Hemisphere oil reserves. There followed 
the mission to the Persian Gulf area of E. L. De- 
Golyer, noted petroleum engineer, to survey the ter- 
ritory for the Petroleum Reserve Corporation.’ Upon 
his return to this country, Mr. DeGolyer made his 
report to Secretary Ickes, stating 
“The center of gravity of world oil production is shift- 
ing from the Gulf-Caribbean area to the Middle East— 
to the Persian Gulf area—and is likely to continue to 
shift until it is firmly established in that area.” 

A week later came the announcement of Secretary 
Ickes’ proposed trans-Arabian pipeline which so 
frightened American oil industry—with the excep- 
tion of the direct beneficiaries—that it had to be 
dropped. At about the same time negotiations began 
between Britain and the United States, designed to 
result in an international oil agreement. To remove 
any doubt as to the basic intent of this agreement, 
during final negotiations in London last month, Sec- 
retary Ickes is quoted as remarking: “I am over here 
purely on the question of the Middle East oil situa- 
tion.” Whatever there is of Middle Eastern policy 
hinges on oil—and is largely made by oil men. 

The stakes are big. 

The estimated “proven reserves” of the Persian 
Gulf region are about the same as those of this coun- 
try—z20 billion barrels. That is “on the record.” “Off 
the record,” they are estimated by some people to be 
several times that amount. American companies hold 
title to a little more than a third of these estimated 
proven reserves, Britain to a little more than half, the 
remainder being held by Dutch and French interests. 

In Iran, the British government holds a majority 
of the stock in Anglo-Iranian Oil Co. Production of 
crude oil amounted to 75 million barrels in 1943 
and rose to 100 million in 1944. 

In Iraq, Dutch, French, British, and American in- 
terests share alike in the Iraq Petroleum Company, 
which holds concessions also over some coastal areas 
in the southeast of the Arabian peninsula. Produc- 
tion in Iraq was 14.6 million barrels in 1942, 27.4 
million in 1943, and 28 million in 1944; it doubled 
in two years. The main outlet for this crude is by way 
of the Kirkuk-Tripoli and Kirkuk-Haifa pipelines. 
Royalty and other payments to the Iraq government 
totaled more than $90 million between 1934 and 
1942. Socony Vacuum, which owns only one-half 





®This organization was a creature of the Reconstruction Finance 
Corporation and Petroleum Administration for War, established 
“to buy or otherwise acquire reserves of crude petroleum from 
sources outside of the United States, including the purchase or ac- 
quisition of stock in corporations owning such reserves or interests 
therein, and to store, transport, produce, process, manufacture, sell, 
market, and otherwise dispose of such crude petroleum and the 
products derived therefrom.” Or, in the words of Henry D. Ralph 
of the Os! & Gas Journal, “The objective of PRC is to strengthen 
the economic and particularly the political and diplomatic position 
of these (Standard of California, Texas, and Gulf) and perhaps 
other American companies operating in the Middle East.” 
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of a 23.75% interest in this company, according to 
Moody’s in 1945, has a total investment in the Near 
East of $22 million. 

Standard of California and Texas hold a conces- 
sion over 100,000 acres on the Bahrein Islands. A 
crude production of 6.8 million barrels in 1944 re- 
turned an estimated net profit of $10,650,000 after 
taxes, all of which was reinvested. The investment of 
these two companies in the Near East is about $100 
million, since they also are the holders of the huge 
Saudi-Arabian concession, and it is expected that 
within the next ten years that amount will rise to $1 
billion. Production in Saudi Arabia was 9.5 million 
barrels in 1944, an increase of about 80% over 
1943, and the net income in 1944 was $2.8 million. 
Royalty payments alone in 1944 must have been 
above $1 million. In addition, the 1939 agreement 
extending Arabian American’s lease provided for the 
payment of one and one-half million dollars in gold 
coin and three-quarter million to be paid annually 
during exploration. Besides, there were several loans 
by the Company to Ibn Saud, which together prob- 
ably amounted to between $10 and $15 million dol- 
lars—besides (it is reliably reported) substantial 
amounts of machinery, installations, and currency 
provided by this government; and, also according to 
Reuter’s, a “token gift of arms and war equipment” 
as the last official act in the Near East of Gen. Ralph 
Boyce, AAF. 

Prodiction in Kuwait, where Gulf and Anglo- 
Iranian hold a joint concession, was suspended dur- 
ing the war, but is being taken up again now. 

The completion of large new refining facilities to 
serve Bahrein, Saudi Arabia, and Iran, and the laying 
of new pipelines should greatly enhance the output 
of this area, Iraq Petroleum Company has already 
ordered 120,000 tons of 16” pipe to be laid parallel 
to its present line from Kirkuk to Haifa. Texas Co. 
and Standard of California have recently created a 
new corporate structure to handle the task of build- 
ing a much-talked-about trans-Arabian pipeline. 


VARIOUS restrictive clauses in agreements between 
the partners to Anglo-American ventures point to 
the essential conflict of joint operation. It is Pales- 
tine’s misfortune to be located too near this whirl- 
pool of oil. England’s interests in the Middle East are 
concerned with preserving the oil underground for 
its fleet—its industries being largely fueled by coal. 
American interests have traditionally been more ag- 
gressive in their marketing practices; they and 
royalty-receiving local potentates are striving to pro- 
duce much oil fairly rapidly. American automotive 
manufacturers believe in plenty of cheap gas as the 
best stimulus to their sales. 

The whirlpool could be dammed up. An orderly 
flow could provide progress and plenty for Palestine 
and the entire Middle East. The Anglo-American Oil 
Agreement, signed last month in London, is a step in 





16 


the right direction. It is a very small step, however, 
for there is little power given to the projected Com- 
mission, and the declarations of policy are so vague 
that even the American oil industry seems to acqui- 
esce in them. Reference to the Atlantic Charter had 
to be eliminated. As long as Arab kings and sheiks 
are dependent upon Western money to keep their 
subjects in line, cooperation among the Western 
powers involved should be capable of keeping the 
kings and sheiks docile—and “without hurting Arab 
interests.” If Great Britain and the United States 
firmly join in adopting a constructive, non-colonial 
policy in the Middle East, they stand to gain not only 
tremendous new markets for their products, but they 
will prove that they intend to live up to the Atlantic 
Charter. Most important of all, a policy of this kind 
would squelch the possibility of effective organized 
Arab resistance to Jewish immigration into Palestine. 
Another vital factor which has had little attention in 
the American press, is the effect of the financial nego- 
tiations in Washington between representatives of 
England and the United States upon the future of 
Palestine and the oil industry of the Persian Gulf 
region. Confinerment of Palestine within a sterling 
bloc will seriously impede her industrial progress. 
The operation of a sterling bloc would give prefer- 
ence to imports of Iraq and Egyptian oil into Eng- 
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land at the expense of Western Hemisphere products 
—with all the ensuing trade rivalries. 

It should be frankly conceded that foreign policy 
toward Palestine and the Middle East is oil policy. 
This oil policy should be raised to the level of full- 
fledged foreign policy, with decisions made in the 
top-ranks of the State Department, instead of by 
local oil company officials in hotel rooms. This coun- 
try would then approach more closely the realities of 
a very complex situation. Responsible policy could 
recognize that it was in the very interest of the devel- 
opment of American oil resources in the Middle East 
that immigration into Palestine should be freely ad- 
mitted. Skilled labor would be supplied for the con- 
struction and operation of pipelines and refineries, 
for which Italian prisoners are now imported from 
Ethiopia and Eritrea. A market would be provided 
for residual fuels from the Haifa refinery by the inci- 
pient and growing petro-chemical industry in Pales- 
tine, and for petroleum products by an increasingly 
industrial population. More than that, the unques- 
tionable democratic loyalties of the Jews in Palestine, 
so well evidenced during the war, would make for a 
much more secure environment for costly petroleum 
installations, than roaming Arab tribes. 

The test of the Allies’ peace-making ability will 
be in the Levant. Palestine’s progress can be the by- 
product of a realistic oil policy. 


Race Riots in the Schools 


by Werner J. Cahnman 


ACIALISM, a heritage from slavery and recon- 
struction times in the South, has come to the 
North with a vengeance. It is merging there with the 
old hostility against foreigners and with new attitudes 
that arise out of the relations between capital and 
labor on the industrial stage. Recently, the tension 
has percolated down to an unexpected level. School 
strikes of ‘teen-agers directed against the presence of 
Negro students in racially mixed schools have flared 
up simultaneously in various places, such as New 
York, Youngstown, Chicago and Gary. 

As in similar cases previously, the coincidence in 
time is remarkable. Those who are familiar with the 
rise of Nazism, believe they can identify the influence 
guiding the students. New York police inclined to see 
in the Harlem riots the work of professional agitators. 
Joseph Thompson, principal of the Englewood High 
School in South Chicago, is sure that “somebody has 
been fomenting” the trouble. The Parent-Teachers’ 
Association in Gary stated that they “abhor and con- 
demn the work of some unknown organizers of racial 
hatred in Gary who have intimidated little boys and 
girls, both Negro and White, instilling fear of bodily 
harm . . . and spreading this fear among the parents.” 


All this is well said, but there is danger that remarks 
such as these distract attention from the essentials of 
the situation. Professional agitators thrive in the un- 
healthy atmosphere of social disorganization. Some- 
thing is wrong with the structure of our society. The 
need is for a sound diagnosis of what is wrong before 
we proceed toward an effective therapy; and we must 
cure the ills before we kill the parasites. 

We propose to concentrate in this discussion on the 
Gary and South Chicago situation. Gary, Hammond, 
Whiting, and South Chicago, although artificially 
divided by the Indiana-Illinois state borderline, form 
a single area: it is one of the largest industrial areas 
in the nation and one which in the past has repeatedly 
been the scene of violent strife and industrial unrest. 
The great steel strike of 1919, immediately at the 
close of the first World War, is well remembered in 
the region and the fires of the recent oil strike are still 
smouldering under conditions of enforced truce. 

The social composition of the region is in constant 
flux. Enormous steel mills have set the pattern within 
which a number of other industrial and commercial 
enterprises have clustered. In the boom times follow- 
ing the turn of the century, especially after the city of 
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Gary was founded in 1904, a veritable World’s Fair 
of immigrant nationalities, along with old-stock 
Americans, flocked for employment to the mills and 
factories. Slavic groups, especially Poles, Slovaks, 
Czechs, Serbs, have been most numerous, but there 
are also Lithuanians, Hungarians, Italians, Greeks, 
Germans, Irish, and, last but not least, a prosperous 
settlement of Jews. During the first World War and 
after, Negroes and Mexicans were added. Many of 
them came during the great steel strike, imported as 
strike breakers. A goodly percentage of the Mexicans 
were shipped out when the depression descended; the 
Negroes stayed. More of them came and found em- 
ployment during the second World War, so that they 
form now 20% of the entire population. It should be 
added that Chicago’s Black Belt, the nation’s second 
largest Negro metropolis, worms its way down south 
where it reaches the weed-choked fields and smoking 
chimneys of the steel region. 


Right from the start, it has been the deliberate 
policy of the steel barons to introduce a welter of 
nationality groups into the region, in the hope that 
ethnic rivalries and racial friction would retard union- 
ization and the rise of wages. As a matter of fact, the 
second generation of immigrant-stock steelworkers 
had to enter the mills before the unionization of the 
steel industry was possible. However, the presence of 
the Negro has protracted the usefulness of the old 
tactics of “divide and rule”: the CIO representative in 
Gary has seen in the recent school strike but a new 
attempt to break up the union. To make the picture 
complete, poor mountain whites have been added to 
the mosaic during the war years; they could be 
counted upon to bring with them all the prejudices of 
their native South. It may be noted, in this connec- 
tion, that two of the student ringleaders in South 
Chicago were native Texans. 


One must evaluate against this background the 
outbreaks which have been reported in the news- 
papers. There is a pattern which is common to all of 
them, but which is highlighted best by the situation 
in Gary. 

First, there is always a situation of abominably bad 
housing for Negroes. Masses of brown humanity are 
crowded into narrow Black Belts and unsanitary 
“ghettoes.” The population, in its desperate at- 
tempt to gain an enlarged housing space, expands in 
the direction of least resistance and, as a result, “eco- 
logical invasion” of adjacent residential areas takes 
place. Such an area may be inhabited by a mixed 
white group, as in the Englewood district of South 
Chicago, or, more frequently, by one or two distinct 
ethnic groups of European immigrant origin. In Gary, 
as in other tension spots in the country, it happens to 
be a predominantly Polish and Slovakian group, of 
Slavic background and Catholic religion. These folks, 
in years of hard work, have succeeded in building up 
fairly homogeneous neighborhoods, have invested in 
real estate and other property, and have founded 
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churches and various communal institutions. All 
these achievements, they feel, are threatened by the 
continuous influx of an ethnically indistinct and ra- 
cially strange element, such as the Negroes. Restric- 
tive housing covenants are one of the weapons which 
have been employed in the struggle. In the school 
strike situation, no doubt, the striking youngsters 
have been encouraged by property owners and priests 
to “defend their homes” and their established reli- 
gion. A Catholic priest and a Polish lawyer have been 
leaders in this movement in Gary. No wonder that 
the strike was well prepared, with sign-banners and 
other paraphernalia. 


Second, it seems obvious that Negro-White, as well 
as Jewish-Gentile, relations tend to lose their gener- 
ality and to become particular inter-minority conflicts. 
This conflict situation is of the most delicate nature. 
On the one hand, ethnic and religious minorities are 
defensive about their place within the general fabric 
of American life. They mean to hold their own. But 
they mean also to gain an over-all respectability. They 
intend to associate with the right people. Hence, the 
phenomenon that discriminated or otherwise disad- 
vantaged minorities do not commiserate with each 
other, but rather regard too intimate contacts as a 
barrier on the road to ultimate civic success. Signifi- 
cantly, in Gary, Froebel High School students, resent- 
ing the fact that theirs was the only racially mixed 
school in town, demanded to be treated “like other 
Americans,” while Negroes, in turn, have been re- 
ported making derogatory remarks about people 
“with foreign names.” What we are witnessing in 
situations such as these is the desperate attempt to lift 
oneself up by means of kicking the other fellow 
down. The Negro, understandably, is not in an 
advantageous position in this respect. 


Third, there is discrimination against Negroes in 
the field of education itself. Zoning occurs in such a 
way as to create, by geographical subterfuge, segre- 
gated all-Negro schools. These schools are poorly 
equipped, inadequately staffed, and badly over- 
crowded. Only a minority of the teachers in these 
northern Negro schools are Negroes, while, as a rule, 
no Negroes at all are employed in schools with a 
mixed student body, even if a large percentage of the 
students are Negroes. This is only one aspect of the 
general rule that the Negro students in mixed schools 
are merely tolerated. They are not in these schools as 
of right. The white staff is, more often than not, prej- 
udiced against Negro children—an attitude which 
necessarily affects the school performance of these 
children and encourages their opponents. In Froebel 
High School, they have been denied the use of the 
swimming pool together with the rest of the pupils; 
they had no vote in student elections, and were not 
allowed to participate in the school band. It was pre- 
cisely when the liberally-minded principal admitted 
them to elections and some selected few of them to 
the band, that the strike trouble started. 
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Fourth, the air is always thick with rumors of in- 
decent boy-girl relations, leading up to wild stories of 
attempted rape. Nor are these stories altogether un- 
warranted. Chicago papers, in recent months, have 
carried numerous rape stories, mainly concerning 
Negroes, and many of them, unfortunately, were 
true. But it is also true that none of these stories, to 
our knowledge, has occurred in a school situation. 
Nonetheless, mythical fears of race defilement and 
sexual aggression by out-groupers cannot easily be 
allayed. Everybody is touchy, everybody defends his 
sacred rights, and in the general atmosphere of fear 
and mistrust, aggressive impulses, bred by the social 
situation, are reinforced. A mere spark is needed, and 
explosion occurs. 

Boys and girls are used to dating each other in 
American schools, but if the boy is a Negro, the case 
is different. If the Negro boy is accepted by a white 
girl, he meets with the anger of white boys, while 
black maidens are angered with their white rivals. If 
the Negro boy is rebuffed, his pride is hurt. He retali- 
ates by becoming insistent, he plays practical jokes, 
and practical jokes are played on him. The girls make 
themselves appear important by fanciful storytelling 
and boys burn with the desire to rush to their assist- 
ance. The fight is on. In other instances, relations 
among school-age children in mixed schools were 
peaceful enough, but street gangs, consisting of 
former pupils, disturbed them on their way home, and 
if these gangs were colored, the excitement had its re- 
percussions in the white community. On the other 
hand, most of the white troublemakers in the recent 
school strike situation, especially in Gary, were boys 
with bad scholarship and attendance marks, the per- 
fect Hitler material. There is social disintegration all 
around. 

The peak of mutual excitement is reached when 
rival teams measure their strength in baseball or foot- 
ball games. If Negroes (or, for that matter, Jews) 
show extraordinary prowess, the spectacle is particu- 
larly annoying to their self-designated superiors. 
White honor must be avenged. A minor fight 
between a Negro and a white student at a high 
school football game touched off the Gary strike. 
Similar incidents occurred repeatedly in Chicago. 

The school strikes have died down, but they were 
more than the “childish prank” as which they ap- 
peared to Mayor Kelly of Chicago before he was told 
differently. The situation has been dealt with rather 
firmly in Chicago mainly because of the vigorous 
stand taken by various civic organizations, including 
a courageous group of Protestant ministers, and also 
because of Mayor Kelly’s interest in the Negro vote. 
Truancy laws have been enforced there. In Gary, the 
police have coddled the rioters and have assured them 
of their “protection.” The city administration in Gary 
has been wavering, and there is apprehension that the 
sole action will be that the principal of Froebel High 
School, Richard A. Nuzum, will be sent into the 
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desert as a scapegoat.* Nowhere, however, has the de- 
mand of segregation been granted. And yet, the 
liberal forces have won but a pyrrhic victory. It may 
be safely predicted that in the wake of the recent 
events, new zoning will occur, new teachers will be 
appointed, and new schools will be built; but the 
result will be more all-Negro schools, located, as they 
will be, in all-Negro or near all-Negro districts, and 
segregation will be more firmly entrenched than ever 
before. Mixed school districts will be drawn in such a 
way as to have only small Negro minorities. If one 
understands the political pulls in our cities, this seems 
to be the only workable compromise at the present 
time. 

There are other conclusions of a more far-reaching 
nature, which can only be enumerated. Good educa- 
tion is hardly possible in a structurally bad society. 
Our cities are overripe for intelligent planning. Slum 
clearance on a large scale must be promoted and es- 
pecially Negro citizens must be given a chance for 
better employment and better housing. Negro resi- 
dential expansion must be channelled away from al- 
ready settled neighborhoods where disturbances are 
bound to be created as the Negro population ad- 
vances. Structural changes such as these must be ac- 
companied by a vigorous educational policy. It must 
be a grassroots policy, shot through and through with 
realism and rid of the backlog of meaningless gener- 
alities which we still carry. Well-intentioned but out- 
moded “Americanism” rallies, even in the now fash- 
ionable streamlined form of school-assemblies star- 
ring Frank Sinatra and Canada Lee, provide no more 
than a surface treatment for the ills which beset us. 
There is little reason for liberals to congratulate 
themselves, as in the recent school strike situation in 
Chicago, on one or two representative gatherings 
called in big halls in the center of the city where good 
kids assure themselves of their. goodness while the 
bad boys meanwhile assemble on vacant lots and con- 
tinue to terrorize the neighborhoods. What is needed 
is patient long-term work in the neighborhoods 
themselves and among the people of the neighbor- 
hoods. One must use their organizations and avail 
oneself of the native leadership which they provide. 
The most fruitful suggestion which has been made 
for a more definite settlement of the Gary school situ- 
ation has been that the parents of the white students 
who staged the strike meet with the parents of the 
Negro students to discuss and decide upon the points 
of dissension which have arisen. Here, as elsewhere, 
one must not shy away from dealing freely and frank- 
ly with existing grievances; one must try to make 
them understood upon the background of the actual 
social history of the groups involved. This concerns 
Jews as well as Negroes. It concerns everybody. The 
school strikes have pointed to the need for the appli- 
cation of a vigorous new approach to the vexing 
problems of inter-group relations. 





*Ie has since been reported that Mr. Nuzum will not be 
dismissed.—ED. 
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“Jottings” from Germany 


by Helen Waren 


I REACHED DOWN and clasped the thin little 

figure with the intensely burning eyes close to me. 
As I held her I felt for a moment that I was holding 
in my arms all the suffering, brilliance, poetry and 
fundamental granite which are mysteriously inter- 
woven into the being which is known as “Jew.” Her 
mother, gaunt and dry eyed said quietly, “She has 
been the mother and I the child. Her little child’s 
spirit left her body when they brought us into Ger- 
many and what came in its place I do not dare to 
evaluate.” 

We were standing in a displaced persons camp 
near Bamberg, a reconverted concentration camp 
where this woman and her little girl were living after 
V-E day very much the way they lived before the vic- 
tory. Now they did not labor, but slaves they still 
were, for they looked at the outside world through 
locked gates nevertheless. The little girl, twelve years 
old, had just finished reciting to me the miraculous 
adventure through which they had both passed alive 
and together. I was startled and deeply affected when 
I first set eyes on this tragic but beautiful little being, 
SO rare is it to see a little Jewish girl in Germany now; 
and when I heard her story, a strange reverence was 
kindled in me for this little girl child, who had drawn 
upon a tremendous strength from within herself to 
save the life which she held so dear, the life of her 
mother. 

Nearly five years before, they had both been trans- 
ported from Poland—to Auschwitz, I believe. As 
soon as they arrived they were torn apart, the mother 
put in a line for induction into the ranks of slave 
laborers, and the little girl, then seven and a half 
years of age, put in a line with the old and the sick, 
walking with their eyes open from this life to dust, 
waiting their turn*for the stoves which “belched 
smoke and flame day and night, night and day—.” 
The words are her own. The mother, as she watched 
the child filed for death, pleaded with the gaolers to 
permit her to die with her child. The Nazis were very 
gracious about that sort of thing. If a mother desired 
to die with her child they almost invariably indulged 
this whim, and benevolently bestowed permission. 
She was brought to the child and placed in the line 
with her. The little girl was so shocked by this turn 
of events that she had the temeri=7 to sull at the 
jacket of one of the guards as they moved closer to 
the stoves, saying, “Please, you have made a mistake. 
You have put my mother in the wrong line. She will 
die if she is in this line. You must remove her.” The 
guard brushed her hand from him and said nothing. 
With the next guard she was more urgent. “Please do 
not let my mother die. She is strong. She can work. I 





All rights reserved by the author. 


am not asking for myself. I know that I am a little 
girl and little girls must die. There is no other way.” 
Again her plea was ignored. More and more insistent 
now, she cried to all of them in that dread shelter, 
“You do not understand. Why will you not under- 
stand that I am not asking for myself? I do not wish 
anything for myself. I am a little girl and I know the 
laws. Little girls must die immediately, right away— 
and I do not wish to stay alive. I know that it is 
against the rules for me to wish to stay alive. I am 
asking only for my mother. It is foolish to kill her. 
Strong ladies are not supposed to be killed because 
they can work—!” 

Growing weary of the incessant cry one of the 
guards slapped the child and said, “Quiet! It is not we 
who kill your mother. It is she herself. She wishes to 
be with you and since you are going to die she must 
also go.” 

Hearing this, despair seized the little being—“She 
does not know what she is doing. You must not let 
her die. You must not permit her to die with me! 
You can use her for so much. She can work very hard. 
She is very smart. My mother is a very clever and tal- 
ented woman. If you let her die you will be sorry to 
lose such a worker!” 

Her mother tried to console her—talked tenderly 
and lovingly to her about how they would be to- 
gether, and how beautiful their lives would be after 
they had once passed from this earth together, how 
they would have a little house in heaven, and how 
when the Nazis let her daddy go he would join them 
and the three of them would live peacefully forever- 
more. But the little girl would not be stilled. She 
was frantic. She never gave up her prayers to the 
guards all the time that they stripped the clothes 
from their bodies, preparatory to their being gassed 
before the cremation. The Jewish women, at work 
by the stoves, ripping the yellow stars from the aban- 
doned clothes that would now be sent to adorn the 
body of some “deserving” German wept silently, not 
daring to stop their work long enough to dry their 
cheeks. 

“Do not kill my mother!” The cry rang around 
the room until it seemed as though the walls them- 
selves must break apart from the sound, but the fate- 
ful march continued. 

Closer and closer they came and when at last it 
was their turn for the asphyxiation before being 
given to the fire, the little girl, with one last frenzy, 
summoned up the strength of ten thousand demons. 
Her face contorted with fury, her little hands in 
an animal-like gesture of attack, she screamed at the 
guard attempting to close the door of the gas cham- 
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ber on them, “Every mi:.ute, every second, every hour 
I will not let you rest! If you kill my mother I will 
haunt you to your dying day and after! You will try 
to sleep and I will be whispering to you. You will try 
to love someone and I will step between you. I will 
come back! My spirit will haunt you and haunt you! 
You will not be able to escape! Day and night and 
forever! You will not hear any voice but mine. I will 
make you mad. I will drive you to death. And then I 
will not let you rest!” 

Some unplumbed depth of ape-like fear suddenly 
stirred in the brute face staring with horror into her 
own, and with a vicious snarl he dragged the two of 
them from the chamber, slamming the door violently 
on the others. He hurled the child wrathfully at the 
wall and mercilessly started beating her as she per- 
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sisted in sobbing, “Do not kill my mother! I will 
work too! I will work like a grown-up woman. I will 
work so very hard every minute. I will not get tired. 
You will see. I promise you. I swear to you I will not 
be a little girl! I grew up! I grew up very quickly! — 
Today I am a woman—already! I swear it to you!” 

And she won! This child, who grew to be a 
woman within an hour, conquered. For four and a 
half years she stood with her mother by the stoves, 
sorting the clothes of her unfortunate brothers, who 
disappeared by the hundreds of thousands into the 
relentless flames which fed the unprecedented appe- 
tites of the Nazi furnaces. 

God give her strength—this tiny woman—not to 
forget—but to remember—and in remembering— 
serve! 


Aboard the Motorship Gripsholm 


by Marie Syrkin 


ae ITS first post-war journey from America, the 
Gripsholm reversed its classic role. This time 
the famous refugee ship carries saviors rather than 
those to be saved. The largest single group aboard are 
American missionaries and educators, bound for their 
posts in Syria, in Iraq, in India, or the Sudan—all 
bringing the light of the gospel and Christian knowl- 
edge to Asia and Africa. Even those who are not 
strictly speaking missionaries have missions of im- 
portance. There are the oil men going to Saudi- 
Arabia; the diplomats preparing to represent Amer- 
ican interests in Cairo or Baghdad; and, of course, 
there are the “foreigners,” at last able to return to 
their native lands. None of these are ordinary emi- 
grants, but men and women of consequence in their 
respective countries: the Iranian delegates to the San 
Francisco Conference, an educator from Afghanistan, 
a medical official from Egypt, an enchanting girl 
from India whose exquisite face, many-colored saris 
and quick intelligence dazzle even this cosmopolitan 
and not readily impressionable crowd. 

There are Jews too, bound for Palestine, ranging 
from a member of Habonim in shorts to bearded pa- 
triarchs straight out of a drawing by Marc Chagall. 
They sit gravely playing chess or studying a tractate 
of the Babylonian Talmud, in preparation for the 
New Year. 

All of these are the lucky ones, with money and 
prestige enough to get priorities and transportation. 
The group of Yugoslav refugees from the Oswego 
shelter who are being repatriated, and the “undesir- 
ables” in the hold who are being deported to Italy, 
form a drabber group. 

* 


* * 


It is an extraordinary journey. Everyone is filled 
with the significance of this international gathering 


on the sea at the close of World War II. These people 
are, most of them, leaders. Each knows what he wants 
for his country, his social ideology, or his faith. In a 
sense, all these threads—nationalist, religious, eco- 
nomic—are intertwined, but the emphasis differs 
with the individual. The missionaries and the oil men 
are bringing western culture to the Orient, each in his 
own way. The recipients aboard look shrewdly and 
suavely at those bearing gifts, be it the gospel, or a 
medical college, or a land-lease. They, too, know 
what they want to accept and what not. 

To take advantage of the variety of people and 
talents on the ship, we hold open forums. There is 
only one drawback. We cannot touch on political or 
controversial themes. The passengers are to be in- 
structed, not inflamed. For instance, Zionism is barred 
for fear the Jews or Arabs will violate the niceties of 
debate. Nor, for obvious reasons, can we discuss the 
political future of any of the countries represented. 
Our discussions must be general, yet informative, and 
it becomes an acrobatic feat to toe the line in one’s 
remarks. 

The first forum is on “Democracy—What It 
Means to My Country.” Judging from the speakers, 
democracy is an elastic concept. Egypt, Iraq, Iran, 
Afghanistan—all are democracies, and one cannot 
question the assumption; that might be controversial. 
We are a very politic, if not political, forum. 

The girl from India speaks for her country. She is 
articulate, and surprisingly clever in implying what 
cannot be stated. She does not touch on the question 
of Indian independence in so many words, but she ex- 
plains that Indian villages have long practiced a com- 
munity democracy. Those who believe India is inca- 
pable of “democracy” are mistaken. She also discusses 
the virtues of socialism. For some reason, socialism is 
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a permissible theme, provided the discussion is suf- 
ficiently theoretical and not localized in any special 
spot. The San Francisco Conference is the subject of 
another forum. The Iranian delegate reports on the 
resolutions adopted without permitting himself any 
commentary. He concludes with a plea for peace, and 
he condemns intolerance as the greatest foe of peace. 
See where prejudice has led us. With the other Jews 
in the audience, I am pleased. I am sure he is thinking 
of Hitler and the Jews. 


The forums are reinforced by symposiums for select 
souls, the most eager seekers after truth among all 
these eager seekers. The first symposium is on Platonic 
conceptions of immortality. There is greater popular 
interest in the subject than had been anticipated. 
Those not invited feel hurt. Even one of the oil men 
shows an astonishing technical familiarity with the 
philosophic distinctions between spirit and matter, 
and the question of whether man has a soul is argued 
as we approach the ruined shores of Europe. 


At the next symposium, Israel Mereminski talks on 
cooperatives, with Palestine as illustrative material. 
The missionaries listen intently to this description of 
a new “way of life.” Does it alter their negative atti- 
tude to Zionism? I doubt it—despite the many com- 
pliments—but perhaps some seed remains to coun- 
teract the propaganda of the Arab circles in which 
they move. 

* * * 


I am very much interested in the missionaries. This 
is the first time I have met as large a group of them. I 
look at these tall, blond, blue-eyed men and women, 
who go so resolutely to the ancient civilizations of the 
“colored” peoples, and I wonder at the certitude 
which impels them. The teachers and medical work- 
ers who go to various Protestant colleges and institu- 
tions share this assurance. They, too, are bearers of 
light to the dark continents. 

My cabin-mate is a missionary returning to India, 
where she has already served fifteen years. She is a 
simple, kindly woman who looks like a good house- 
wife, with no special religious exaltation. I try to dis- 
cover what impelled an apparently average Philadel- 
phia girl to leave the United States for a strenuous life 
in remote Indian villages. She tells me of the moment 
when the “call” came. She had been drawn to evan- 
gelism since adolescence. One day, when she was 
seventeen, she stood before a mirror trying on a new 
dress she had sewn. The words of a familiar hymn— 
“Perishing, perishing, souls to be saved...” kept run- 
ning through her mind, and as she hummed them 
mechanically, she suddenly felt the impact of the 
lines. She would save these perishing millions. She 
determined then and there to be a missionary. 

The most impassioned among the missionaries 
seem to be the Seventh Day Adventists, of whom we 
have a sizable group. This may be so because they 
have to convert their fellow-Christians as well as the 


benighted Moslems and Hindus. Some of them speak 
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a labored Russian with a mid-western accent. They 
have been studying Russian assiduously because they 
hope to enter Russia and propagate the faith. So far 
Stalin has been unresponsive, so they expect to estab- 
lish themselves in Teheran till they can get into 
Russia. 


Except when they use their professional lingo 
about “salvation,” the various missionaries seem for 
the most part to be average, competent Americans— 
sturdy physical specimens and essentially wholesome. 
Many travel with their families—husbands, wives, 
children. There are no obvious crotchets or fanatical 
fervors to be noted. Their dedication is calm and sure. 

* * * 


Everybody talks about “tolerance” and the danger 
of prejudice. Understand your neighbor. But as the 
journey continues, I begin to perceive more clearly 
what each one means. The missionaries wish to be 
“understood” by the pagan Moslems and Hindus. 
These, in turn, request a little more tolerance from 
the dominant West. And the Jews smile gratefully 
every time the menace of prejudice is mentioned, 
fondly believing that this conglomerate of faiths and 
races is aware of the all-time example of “prejudice.” 


I am anxious to learn how the natives respond to 
the zeal of the missionaries and Christian educators. 
On the surface all is smooth and courteous, but the 
Persian scholar privately suggests that the Christians 
should realize that they have no monopoly on truth. 
“That’s what I meant by tolerance,” he explains to 
my disappointment. A Brahmin listening to a cata- 
logue of monotheistic faiths from which Buddhism is 
excluded, tells me bitterly: “Buddhism is true mono- 
theism—all life as a manifestation of one eternal 
principle.” Another high-caste Hindu complains that 
the missionaries appeal to the outcasts. When I sug- 
gest that that seems natural, he objects: “Ah, but 
their methods. They go to Indian villages with much 
eye disease. Just before they operate on a cataract, 
while the patient is lying on the table, doctors and 
nurses start praying for his salvation. That’s unfair. 
In what American hospital could such a scene take 
place?” 

When I question him about the fate of the out- 
casts, the Brahmin tells me, “You see, they are not 
Aryan. We are Aryan; they are a different race—the 
Dravidians. That is why we don’t inter-marry.” And 
again I hear the words, “tolerance,” “understanding”; 


above all, understand. 
ag * * 


The educator from Afghanistan brings me back to 
the United States and its problems. I had been inquir- 
ing about the lot of the Jews in Afghanistan. They 
were all right, he says, until the Zionists spoiled them. 
Why should good Afghans worry about Palestine? 
After my disquisition on the desperate state of Euro- 
pean Jewry, the Afghan seeks to assure me that he is 
a friend of the Jews and concerned with their welfare. 
To prove his point he tells me about Sammy. 
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The Afghan had been the president of the Cosmo- 
politan Club on his college campus in the United 
States. One day, Sammy, a Jewish freshman came to 
him in tears. He was only fifteen years old—a bright 
child from an orthodox family, away from home for 
the first time. He had found it hard to get a room. 
Landladies and fraternity houses did not want Jews. 
Quickly becoming desperate, he had rushed to the 
Cosmopolitan Club. Weren’t they cosmopolitans all? 

For some reason, Sammy had not managed to 
make the usual contacts with Jewish groups on the 
campus. Apparently not very stable emotionally to 
begin with, he felt lonely and frightened. A Christian 
Chinese at the Cosmopolitan Club—a brilliant stu- 
dent—took the bewildered Sammy under his wing. 
The Afghan observed the interest of the Chinese in 
Sammy, and astutely surmised the objective. The con- 
fused Sammy, wounded by the “Jews not wanted” at- 
mosphere he had for the first time personally encoun- 
tered, would be converted to Christianity. Sure 
enough, within a brief period, Sammy announced 
that he was ready for baptism. At this point the Mos- 
lem Afghan intervened. He informed the Hillel 
Foundation. Sammy’s parents were summoned. Islam 


and Judaism united to keep Sammy from the snares 
of the Christian Chinese. 


“You see,” said the Afghan as we stood at the rail 
and looked at the blue Mediterranean, “I am a friend 
of the Jews; but the Zionists. . . .” 

7 * - 


The chief excitement of the Jews abroad revolves 
around the High Holidays. Rosh Hashanah will be 
observed on the ship. Most pressing of all, is the ques- 
tion as to whether we will land in Haifa on Yom 
Kippur. The agitation stems from our handful of 
Khassidic Jews, but their concern is so intense that 
even the less pious get involved. 


The Captain is cooperative and Sets aside a special 
room for New Year services. There is also a great to- 
do about a curtain. The women must be invisible. A 
heavy drapery partitions one side of the room, and we 
must sit behind it. The ladies are vexed, but we are in 
the harids of the zealots. Once this has been arranged, 
another problem arises. The six patriarchs, complete 
in beards, skull-caps, peot, and long, black coats, feel 
that the holy day merits fish “mit a Yiddishen tam.” 
Of course, they have been rigorously observing Kash- 
rut throughout the voyage, but they wish to usher in 
the New Year with fish of their own preparation. I 
am flattered when one of them invites my coopera- 
tion—probably because he sees me studying Hebrew 
—but I must decline for lack of skill. Finally, Reb 
Itzkhak prepares the fish himself, and invites the rest 
of us to feast in the company of the godly. 


We have several Yemenite Jews who feel that the 
Sephardic chants should be represented in the services, 
but the Khassidic Ashkenazim win out. The Rosh Ha- 
shanah services, as usual, are attended by most of the 
‘Jews on the ship. American, Dutch, French, Austrian, 
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and German Jews, accustomed to the pomp and ele- 
gance of great synagogues in Amsterdam, Berlin, or 
New York, listen uncomprehendingly to the quaver- 
ing voices of these old men as they break into unfa- 
miliar Khassidic lilts. The dread moment of the blow- 
ing of the Shofar proves something of an anti-climax. 
Reb Shmuel, an Ashkenazi, proves too feeble to draw 
more than a few weak notes, and a Yemenite is ob- 
liged to take over. He draws a rich, full blast on the 
ram’s horn. This is viewed as a judgment from heaven 
by the Sephardim. 

There is a moment, however, when all of us, what- 
ever the nature of our piety or impiety, are aware of 
the bond between us. When the liturgy speaks of 
those who will die by fire or water, by strangulation 
or by lapidation, or because of wild beasts, we weep 
together. We have learned the sense of each of these. 
At this moment, the thin, unmusical voices, the 
strange aspect of the old men, cease to estrange. As 
they declare the glory of God and the sanctity of life 
despite the “wild beasts,” we understand their 
strength. The swaying figures at last assume reality, 
not as in a picture or a tale, but as a force from which 
we, the enlightened ones, can still draw. 

As I write, the Khassidim are holding prayers that 
the boat should not dock on Yom Kippur, taking care 
at the same time to send more delegations to the Cap- 
tain. They expect a mess (miracle)—reinforced by a 
change in schedule. 

The world of the blue-eyed missionaries setting out 
to conquer the earth for Christ; the world of the 
Orient with its fierce faiths and hopes; the world of 
the oil-men, smooth and silent, but knowing how to 
handle both cross and crescent. And my small world 
—orthodox and non-orthodox—of Jews who go to 
Palestine. I have no illusions as to the relative 
strength of all these worlds. But the ship is on its 
course. We will get off in Palestine, even though it be 
the Day of Atonement. It is the only port for which 
our visas hold. 

* * * 


I want to add a few words. I wrote the above on the 
ship, and I must confess to a growing sense of misgiv- 
ing among all these preachers of “understanding” 
who seemed to have so little understanding of our 
era’s greatest wrong, among these eager saviors of the 
“perishing, perishing” who never once uttered a word 
of sympathy for the perished millions of Europe’s 
Jews. From the ship, the entrance to Palestine seemed 
infinitely difficult, and the complexities obscured the 
path, But this morning, the ship docked. Comrades of 
the Histadrut came to welcome us. These tanned, 
husky men also look confident—as sure of themselves 
as any of my fellow-passengers. In the bright sunlight 
of Mount Carmel everything seems much simpler. 
From within Palestine, my world no longer looks so 
small or so helpless. Perhaps that is the mess for 
which the rabbis prayed. 
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Beer-Hotmann’s Legacy 


by Alfred Werner 


: THE summer of 1895 a New York paper, The 

Commercial Advertiser, published a brief item 
betraying the anonymous correspondent’s prophetic 
sense: a eg 

“A Viennese novelist,” it read in part, “a young 
author, has recently appeared in the field of letters in 
Vienna who is destined to make more than an ephem- 
eral success. His name is Richard Beer-Hofmann and 
he belongs to the coterie of writers in Vienna, known 
as Jung-Wien. These writers — novelists, essayists, 
poets and journalists are counted in the flock—te- 
semble in many particulars the symbolists of Paris, 
save that their work is not so flecked with the circum- 
stances of filth as their Parisian comfreres are wont to 
dwell upon. This author has written a book of short 
stories entitled Das Kind (The Child) and his treat- 
ment of psychological analysis is strictly in keeping 
with that followed by the disciples of the latter day 
. school. It is full of stirring episodes and the vein of 
gentle pathos running through the entire volume 
gives it a refinement which is worthy the pen of a 
writer of experience. Beer-Hofmann knows his Vienna 
as thoroughly as Zola his Paris, and his types, with 
their consistent environment, put one in the very 
atmosphere of the gay Kaiserstadt.” 

‘In the fifty years to follow, that Viennese author's 
name was not often mentioned in the American press 
again, and very little of his work appeared in English 
translation; the prophecy of 1895 came true nonethe- 
less, for Beer-Hofmann did make “more than an 
ephemeral success” if only in the realm of German lit- 
erature. His works, not numerous, but each of them a 
perfect chef-d’oeuvre, were worshipped by two gener- 
ations, Christians and Jews alike, and even the Nazi 
bonfires of 1933 could only destroy a number of 
copies, not the spirit that lived in them. It so -hap- 
pened that exactly a half century after the appearance 
of the above-quoted news story Beer-Hofmann’s name 
loomed conspicuously in the entire American press. 
For the National Institute of Arts and Letters be- 
stowed upon the seventy-nine year old refugee the 
newly created Award for Distinguished Service, to be 
given to an exiled artist residing in this country. In 
the auditorium of the American Academy of Arts and 
Letters in New York, William Rose Benét hailed the 
great old man as “the surviving member of the Vienna 
school of writers, two of whose foremost representa- 
tives were Arthur Schnitzler and Hugo von Hof- 
mannsthal,” stressing his “candor, uncompromising 
integrity as an artist, and the purity of his moral atti- 
tude.” Answering the American poet in his unforget- 
table, clear, bell-like voice, his Austrian colleague re- 
ciprocated by praising American democracy, which 
had accepted him as a citizen and shown its apprecia- 


tion of his artistic endeavors: “I do not know how 
well I succeeded in what I did. A writer’s work can 
never hope to be complete. Yet it was worth trying— 
if only to learn this lesson.” This was the first and last 
occasion when Beer-Hofmann addressed a large crowd 
in English, for a few months later, in September, 
1945, he died in New York of pneumonia. 

To the superficial observer the Beer-Hofmann of 
1895, heir to a sizable fortune, appeared as a sort of 
Viennese Beau Brummel, sporting exquisite neckties 
and indulging in sophisticated speech. His close 
friends, however, appreciated his keen wit and inde- 
pendent mind. One of them was Theodor Herzl. 
While nearly all other Jewish-born writers of Vienna 
ridiculed the Judenstaat project, Beer-Hofmann, on 
receiving a copy of that history-making volume, en- 
thusiastically wrote to Herzl: “More than anything to 
be found in your book, I liked the personality of its 
author. Here, at last, is a man who does not bear his 
Jewish origin as a burden or, in resignation, as a mis- 
fortune, but is proud to be the legitimate heir of an 
old, old civilization.” 

The literati of Jung-Wien dimly realized that Beer- 
Hofmann was slowly outgrowing them, as far as their 
aesthetic Epicureanism and hopeless scepticism was 
concerned. Someone once stated: “All that is best in 
the great poets of all countries, is not what is national 
in them but what is universal.” There is no doubt that 
Beer-Hofmann’s literary style was strongly influenced 
by his milieu, and the melody of his verse and prose 
often reminds us of the revered Austrian poets, Grill- 
parzer and Stifter, who died when he was still an in- 
fant. But his healthy philosophy of life dynamited the 
degenerate atmosphere of Vienna’s fin-de-siecle, with 
its playful feuilletons and oppressed workmen. Waltz- 
ing itself to exhaustion, listening to the Merry Widow 
rather than to the revolutionary young Arnold Scho- 
enberg, adoring Kaiser Franz Joseph as some curious 
antique and acting in world politics as though the 
Austro-Hungarian monarchy were still a first-rate 
power, the Viennese were a sad lot. Their representa- 
tive writer, Arthur Schnitzler, expressed their hope- 
lessness, their lack of self-assurance, their débonnaire 
scepticism when he made his Paracelsus say: 

“Es fliessen ineinander Traum und Wachen, 
Wahrheit und Luege; Sicherheit ist nirgends. 
Wir wissen nichts von andern, nichts von uns, 
Wir spielen immer. Wer es weiss, ist klug.” 


Beer-Hofmann could have become Vienna’s Mau- 
passant. But he stepped out of Schnitzler’s narrow 
world of “suesse Maedel” and melancholy lieuten- 
ants, and his strength outlived Hofmannsthal who 
exhausted his great talent within a few years. The 
eternal strife (“Streben”) of Faust, foreign to the 
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Austrian literati, was not unknown to him, nor was 
the German Bildungsroman, the study of the triumph 
of an individual over the forces of Life. Within him 
blended successfully the Austrian and the Teutonic 
elements with his paramount Jewish heritage, that 
realistic optimism which Schopenhauer, in his spite- 
ful envy, had called “ruchlos” (nefarious). His sec- 
ond story, Das Kind, written in 1893, clearly indi- 
cated that he sought new paths, avoiding the vicious 
circle of egocentric self-pity. The novelette’s hero, a 
light-hearted university student, awakens to the feel- 
ing of guilt and responsibility upon finding the grave 
of his child, born out of wedlock; there he decides 
henceforth to face human relations and problems 
more seriously, for “all things had not merely form 
and color but were irradiated by a secret sense; they 
no longer stood as strangers near each other but 
were bound together by a single, common thought.” 

Is it permissible, nay, possible, to attribute Beer- 
Hofmann’s social psychology and protest to his Jew- 
ish ancestry, without playing into the hands of the 
racialists? The poet himself liked to trace his negation 
of l’art pour l’art to the social program of the Bible, 
with its stress on mutual aid and mutual dependency. 
In any event, it is significant that even the melan- 
choly Schnitzler sporadically emerged from day- 
dreaming to fervent social appeals, and that “gemuet- 
lich” Vienna produced three Jewish-born liberators 
of mankind: the soul-doctor, Sigmund Freud, the 
Socialist leader, Viktor Adler, and the social engi- 
neer, Popper-Lynkeus. As for Beer-Hofmann, he pre- 
ferred the subtle method of indirectly attacking 
mankind’s burning problems to loud and open propa- 
ganda; yet it can be said that whatever he published 
in his long life carried a definite message, is an out- 
growth of his will to change and improve the condi- 
tions of this world, inner and outer. 

In the last stanza of his famous Lullaby for Miriam 
he expressed—most subtly, to be sure—the idea 
of the interweaving of a group’s past with its pres- 
ent and future, as well as the thesis that man is 
indissolubly linked with his fellow-man, somewhat in 
the way Prince Kropotkin liked to think of mankind: 

“... We are but banks of a river, and wild 
Flows through us blood of our past, rushing 
loud 
On to the morrow, unresting and proud. 
In us are all—none, none is alone. 
You are their life and their life is your own...” 
(Transl. by Sol Liptzin) 


In his only novel, The Death of George (1900) 
—of which Mr. Benét said correctly that it “antici- 
pated the epical method of James Joyce” (without, 
however, indulging in the linguistic experiments 
characteristic of Ulysses)—both the stress upon his 
Jewish ancestry and the urgency of social action are 
clearly noticeable. The hero, Paul, is changed by the 
sudden death of his beloved friend, George, from 
‘scepticism and passivity to a more human and active 
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attitude to life, and the poet shows how Paul is 
awakened to the idea that nobody stands alone in 
this world (vide Lullaby) and that he, as a Jew, 
must recognize the mission of his people, that of 
teaching divine justice to all nations: 


“Over the life of those whose blood ficwed in him, 
justice was ever present like a sun whose rays never 
warmed them, whose light never shone for them, and 
yet before whose dazzling splendor they reverently 
shielded their pain-covered foreheads with trembling 
hands.—Ancestors, who wandered from land to land, 
ragged and disgraced, the dust of all the highways in 
their hair and beards, every man’s hand against them, 
despised by the lowest yet never despising themselves, 
honoring God not as a beggar honors an almsgiver, 
calling out in their suffering, not to the Lord of Mercy, 
but to the God of Justice. And before them, many 
ancestors whose dying was a great festival prepared 
for others: round about them festive robes, the 
sparkle of noble jewels, fluttering flags and pomp 
and the sound of bells and the song of vesper hymns, 
and over all a reflection of the sinking sun and of 
flames kindled by royal hands—they themselves tied 
to stakes, awaiting the fire, in their innocence fabri- 
cating sins for themselves and calling their tortures 
punishment, solely in order that their God might re- 
main a God whose justice is unquestioned. And back 
of these ancestors, 2 people which did not beg for 
grace but wrestled fiercely for the blessing of its 
Diety, a people wandering through seas, unhindered 
by deserts, always as aware of a God of Justice as of 
the blood in its veins, calling its victory God’s victory, 
its defeat God’s judgment, selecting for itself the role 
of witness to God’s power, a people of saviors, 
anointed for thorns and chosen for pain. And slowly 
releasing their God from sacrifices and burnt-offer- 
ings, these ancestors raised Him high above their 
heads until He stood beyond all transitory suns and 
worlds, no longer a warrior God of herdsmen, but a 
guardian of all right, invisible, irradiating all. And of 
their blood was He.” 


Beer-Hofmann’s philosophy, as can be learned 
from each of his works, was unmistakably determin- 
ist, that is, he believed that every fact in the human 
universe is guided entirely by law. This creed he 
shared with three other great men of Jewish descent 
who were born in the nineteenth century: with Marx, 
who discovered the economic Unterbau (basis) of 
society, with Lombroso, author of the doctrine of 
L’uomo delinquente, the criminal as a result of hered- 
itary laws, and with Freud, creator of the dichotomy 
Ego—lId. As a matter of fact, the poet somewhat an- 
ticipated the great physician’s theory when, in the 
closing scene of The Count of Charolais, he made the 
Count exclaim: “I did not drive Desiree to her death, 
I did not drive her! It drove us—drives us! It!—not 
I—not you!.” Eros is stronger than reason... . 

But the poet’s determinism must not be con- 
founded with fatalism, the belief that men are gov- 
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erned by a fate that cannot be changed by any human 
eitort. I assume that the poet would have agreed with 
the dictum of the medieval Jewish philosopher, 
Bakhya ibn Pakuda: “How much man is free no one 
knows: but he should act as if he were free.” In a con- 
versation I had with the poet a few months before his 
death, he declared, in answer to my question whether 
he could give us Jews something in the way of 
guidance: 

“The only admonition that can be given, because 
it is true in this time, as it was true in the past and 
will be true in the future, is this: Jews, keep up your 
bearing (he used the term Haltung). Maintain the 
noblesse of your bearing to which you have been 
pledged unswervingly by Jewish destiny for thou- 
sands of years.” 

He added to this the following thought: 

“One cannot change one’s fate, the road is predes- 
tined for each of us, but the way we walk it, the 
attitude with which we bear our fate, can be of great 
influence over events.” 

His two great Biblical dramas, Jacob’s Dream and 
The Young David, which, according to the poet's 
plans, should have been completed by two additional 
plays, King David and David's Death (of which 
only a few scenes were finished), read like a poetical 
interpretation of his aforementioned basic ideas. The 
former play is based on two Biblical episodes: the 
conflict between the brothers Jacob and Edom, pre- 
cipitated by Jacob’s theft of the parental blessing, 
and Jacob’s vision during the miraculous night at 
Beth El, when Eternity is promised him and his tribe. 
In the second play, the conflict is put into the hearts 
of two men, the aging tyrant Saul and the youthful 
David. They are a powerful attack upon chauvinism 
—whether it be Deutschland ueber alles, or Judah 
ueber alles—and imperialistic greed seeking wealth 
for wealth’s sake. Jacob rejects the Archangels’ offer 
of dominion over the earth, of secular riches: 


“Taugt Ihm mein Blut zu mehr nicht, also zu 
Koenigen? 
Ich will nicht Herrschaft! Weiss Er denn das niciit? 
Mizrajim, Babel und des Meerlands Fuersten—- 
Wei—glaubt Er wirklich sie von mir beneidet? 
Nichts neid ich—euch nicht eure Seligkeit . . . 
Koennt ich denn selig sein, wenn alles leidet? 
Alles mir naht, am Tag naht, nachts in Traeumen, 
Mensch, Tier, und Kraut der Erde, und Gestein— 
Klagt, Antwort heischt, mit stummen Augen for- 
dert— 
Mich fragt...” 


(Is my blood good for nothing better than kings? I 
do not want dominion! Doesn’t God know it? Does 
He really think I am envious of Egypt, Babylon, or 
the Princes by the sea? I envy no one. I don’t even 
envy you, archangels, your blessedness. Could I be 
blessed when all suffer, when all approach me by day 
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and night, when man and beast and herb and stone 
moan to me with mute eyes, imploring an answer of 
me?) 

The Lord grants Jacob’s wish. His tribe, chosen to 
be “God’s whipping-post,” will suffer terribly 
throughout the centuries in its search for justice and 
truth, as the Almighty’s emissary and advocate, yet it 
will never perish: 


“Was hoch jetzt ragt an Voelkern, wird zerrieben 
Zu Staub! Wie Staub laesst es der Herr verwehn! 
Nur du darfst daxern! ‘Tausend Tode sterben— 
Und tausendmal aus Toden auferstehn!” 


(The mighty nations will turn to dust and be blown 
away as dust. You alone will stay, dying a thousand 
deaths and arising a thousand times from the dead.) 


But nowhere does Beer-Hofmann say that Edom is 
inferior because he is different from Jacob. It is true 
that the relation created between God and Israel 
(“Thou mayest be a holy people unto the Lord thy 
God .. . He chose their seed . . . above all peoples” ) 
carries in it the seeds of the most dangerous national 
egotism. The prophets sensed the danger, and did 
their utmost to transform the “Chosen People” con- 
cept into a universalist supra-nationalist philosophy. 
Especially Amos, who appeared at a time when the 
kingdom of Israel was at the height of its splendor, 
warned the people not to accept the Covenant as a 
guarantee of a blessed life, but as a burden calling 
for the improvement of spirit and mind: “You only 
have I known of all the families of the earth; there- 
fore—I will visit upon you all your iniquities.” To 
Amos, and the other prophets as well, God was not 
only a God of Israel, but also the God of all peoples 
and of all history. He had led Israel out of Egypt— 
but he had performed similar acts for other peoples, 
too: “Are ye not as the children of the Ethiopians 
unto me, O, Children of Israel, saith the Lord. Have 
I not brought up Israel out of the Land of Egypt, and 
the Philistines from Caphthor, and Aram from Kir?” 
Isaiah foresaw a time when the mountain of the 
Lord’s house in Jerusalem would be established on 
the top of the mountains, and when all nations would 
stream to it and out of Zion would go forth the law. 
Even the mortal enemies of the Jews were included 
with Israel in the blessings which God expressed 
through the mouth of Isaiah: “Blessed be Egypt My 
People, and Assyria, the work of My Hands, and 
Israel, Mine Inheritance.” 


I quoted so liberally from the Scriptures because 
The Young David is, essentially, almost a chapter- 
and-verse demonstration of the veracity of the Bib- 
lical statements. Beer-Hofmann put in the mouth of 
David fiery words turning against any possible mis- 
interpretation of the “Chosen People” concept in the 
direction of a superiority complex, of a delusion of 
grandeur, of racial conceit and vain pride. We Jews 
do not want to conquer nations; we have the peaceful 
mission to teach them the ethics of our fathers. True, 
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the young, ambitious David, the giant-killer and 
national hero, was not entirely free from temptations 
and doubts, but the David who, at the end of the 
drama, receives the crown of Israel is no indomitable 
hotspur any longer, having suffered the death of his 
beloved wife and having come to realize that he must 
renounce all purely personal blessings if he wishes to 
be a blessing to others. In a memorable scene, his an- 
cestress Ruth answers to his pained question, “What 
is to become of me now?” with words full of wisdom: 


“What ultimately becomes of all of us: dung of 
the earth. Perhaps a song—this, too is soon wafted 
away. And yet, until then—David—you must, like 
God’s stars, complete your designated orbit, neither 
more eternal nor more transitory than they.” 


The Viennese “Maupassant” of 1895 had become 
a seer, a pathfinder not only for his own people, but 
for all those striving for justice, for truth. He had to 
live to see the victory of the very forces of evil against 
which he had battled by means of verse and prose. 
His books were verboten in Nazi Germany, and in 
1938 the brown plague chased him and his family 
out of their villa, recognizable by a Shield of David 
which the owner would not remove from the en- 
trance. Yet he was permitted by Fate to live at least 
long enough to witness the final defeat of the hosts of 
Samael, the Angel of Darkness, by the forces of de- 
mocracy, and the liberation of his native Austria, with 
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which, despite all misgivings, he was linked closely, 
even while he was living, as a refugee, on New York's 
Cathedral Parkway. 


Hofmannsthal, Schnitzler, Bahr, and Kraus pre- 
ceded him in death. Now there is nobody left to tell 
grandchildren and great-grandchildren of the glory 
of a city which, though perhaps over-idolized 
in poetry and song, had its great charm, of a setting 
which, though far from ideal, permitted the creation 
of Jaakobs Traum, Schoenberg’s Verklaerte Nacht, 
and Gustav Klimt’s Beethoven fresco. Only the 
strange dulcitude of his verse, and the melodious 
flow of his prose—pure vessels of lofty thoughts— 
may permit the men and women of today and tomor- 
row to get a taste of the world of yesterday. Some am- 
bitious American or British publisher will, some day, 
undertake the task of issuing an English translation 
of Beer-Hofmann’s major works; it will be apprecia- 
ated not only by the six million English-speaking 
Jews, but also by the Gentiles who will find in their 
family Bible the words of a Hebrew prophet that 
could very well serve as a motto for the Complete 
Works of the late Austrian-Jewish poet: 


“Yea, He saith: It is too light a thing that thou 
shouldst be My servant to’raise up the tribes of Jacob, 
and to restore the offspring of Israel; I will also ap- 
point thee for a light of the nations, that My salva- 
tion may be unto the end of the earth.” 


The Universalism of the Chosen People 
(Il) 


by Hayim Greenberg 


This is the second part of an article begun in our 
last issue, and to be concluded in our next. 


5 


5 pecan IS no object now in indulging in specula- 
lations as to the degree to which the Jews were 
justified in entertaining feelings of religio-moral 
superiority over other peoples. The Jews of antiquity 
were scarcely aware of the great civilizations of the 
Far East (China, India); even had they known them 
well, who can know how they would have reacted? 
Confucius and his doctrine were the product of an 
older civilization, too saturated with skepticism, in- 
tellectual reserve, and over-sophistication to appeal 
to a comparatively young and temperamental people 
still in the early stages of self-formation. And if 
Buddhism had been familiar to them, they could 
neither have grasped the unrivalled structure of its 
daring abstractions and the severe circumscription 
of its metaphysical system, nor could they, as a young 


nation with its passionate acceptance of this world, 
its joys and its seemingly infinite possibilities, re- 
spond sympathetically to such fatalism and all-em- 
bracing pessimism. In addition they would, in rather 
short order, have discovered the disturbing degenera- 
tion of Buddhism: its descent from the spiritually 
lofty heights which it had once attained, to the level 
of a new and rather coarse form of idolatry adapted 
to the masses—a level above which most of the 
countries which embraced Buddhism have, to this 
day, not been able to rise. 


But these are purely hypothetical considerations, 
since both China and India represented, as it were, 
“distant planets” to the Jews of antiquity; the world 
with which they had contact was little affected by 
the Far East. The environment in which the Jews 
existed was primarily Semitic, then Egyptian and 
Persian, and later, Greek and Roman. Were they 
not justified, when comparing themselves with these 
neighbors, in feeling pre-eminent? 
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Modern Semitologists have bent over backwards 
to find early traces of monotheism in ancient non- 
Jewish Semitic literature. They may, indeed, have 
found flashes of pure monotheistic speculation ante- 
dating the Jewish adoption of the idea of a “one and 
only God.” But the history of civilization is not 
concerned simply with any individual whose reason- 
ing, imagination, or intuition first revealed to him 
the idea of a one and only God. The fact that some 
great human mind did, for a short time, entertain 
such an idea, which later evanesced or was crushed, 
can only be of biographical moment, but it has little 
historical significance. Even though we assume that 
the first known monotheist was Akhenaton (this 
is not the place for a controversy with Freud with 
regard to his theories in the field of Mosaic research) 
and not Moses or Abraham, the monotheism of this 
Egyptian king was no more than an episode, a 
“happy accident” in the life of one man, or perhaps of 
a limited number of followers. Egyptian life and 
thought were not fired by this “spark” nor were the 
people drawn to it. To the Jews, the concept of the 
oneness of God was completely original since, only 
among them did the idea take root as a social force 
and burgeon forth into a new code of ethics and a 
new mode of life. Abraham, whom Jewish tradition 
recognizes as the first monotheist, was perhaps eth- 
nically not a member of the Hebrew race (so that 
the “copyright” of this idea may belong to an alien 
race, after all) but it is significant that he gained neo- 
phytes for this new faith chiefly among the Hebrews. 
The question of which individual first “discovered” 
the monotheistic idea reduces itself, after all, to an 
archeological problem; which group first embraced 
the idea, is of historical significance. In the days of 
antiquity, only the Jews accepted it, and only for 
them did it become a spiritual force in the life of 
the people as a whole. If we subscribe to the theory 
that even the Jewish God was originally more of a 
tribal god than the Lord of the universe; that in the 
early stages he was not the one-and-only God, since 
the gods of the surrounding non-Jewish world were 
also considered as real entities, each operating within 
his own ethnical circle—He was nevertheless the su- 
preme, the most powerful, and the Aoliest of all. He 
was expected, sooner or later, to destroy all other 
gods of the surrounding tribes and nations, and His 
supremacy contained the potential elements of unity, 
oneness, and universalism. 

Jews met the Greeks in a relationship of contact 
and friction much later than they did their Semitic 
neighbors, or the Egyptians and the Ethiopians. But 
even the Greek national religion and mode of life 
caused them no feeling of inferiority, despite the 
hypnotic spell certain of its aspects exerted on the 
upper classes among Jews. Even had the Jews been 
conversant with the daring metaphysical speculations 
of the pre-Socratics (and how many among the 
Greeks themselves knew about or could understand 
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them?), what possible impression could these 
philosophers make on them? The pre-Socratics were 
in search of the world’s oneness, of its substance- 
elements, and the principles on which it is based— 
however, they were more concerned with the monistic 
“what” (earth, water, fire, air) than the monistic 
“who.” Monistic atheism could not satisfy the Jewish 
thirst for monistic theism. One might even question 
what possible influence the great metaphysical reflec- 
tions of a Plato could have had on the Jews, provided 
of course, that they were aware of Plato (how many 
people in Greece, in the most golden time of its 
Golden Age, were familiar with Plato’s philosophy 
or could assimilate it? For that matter, how many 
moderns are able to grasp even the most general 
outlines of his philosophical structure?) In the con- 
text of Greek spiritual life, even Plato was, to a 
great degree, only an “episode”; as for the concrete 
religious concepts of the Greeks as a people, these 
could only make an impression of chaos and confusion 
on the Jews—the very elements from which they 
sought so passionately to free themselves. 


Greek mythology never succeeded in “organizing” 
the world, in unifying it or in transforming it into a 
real cosmos. There were too many gods on Olympus 
both unwilling and unable to establish accord among 
themselves; and immortality was too much prevalent 
among them: “Homer and Hesiod have ascribed to 
the gods all deeds that are a shame and a disgrace 
among men: thieving, adultery, fraud” (Xeno- 
phanes). In Homer’s “Iliad”, for instance (in the 
final analysis, Homer is more representative of the 
culture of the Greek people than were Socrates, 
Plato, or the tragic and unsupported thinkers who 
preceded Socrates), the chief theme is the wrath of 
Achilles, and the disaster which his choler brought 
down upon the nation. The unfair treatment ac- 
corded him by King Agamemnon was the cause 
of his fury. But how does Agamemnon explain his 
own behavior? 


“Oft have our peers of Greece much blamed 
my forcing of the prize 
Due to Achilles; of which act not I, but 
destinies 
And Jove himself, and black Erinnys . . . 
Are authors. What could I do then?” 
Iliad; 19th Book; verses 86-90 


To the Jews this must have seemed equivalent to 
having Adam declare that God had implanted in 
him a wicked desire to eat of the forbidden fruit, 
or to insistence by Cain that God had implanted in 
him the lust to kill Abel. Further in the same book, 
Achilles lends support to Agamemnon’s explana- 
tion: 
“O father Jupiter, from thee descends the 
confluence 
Of all man’s ill, for now I see the mighty king 
of men 





28 


At no hand forced away my prize, nor first 
inflamed my spleen 
With any set ill in himself, but thou, the King 
of Gods, 
Incensed with Greece, made that the mean to 
all their periods.” 
“Iliad”; 19th Book; verses 270-74 


A god who was not the supreme source and sanction 
of the moral will, the example of perfection for the 
virtuous, must have repelled the Jews, for whom 
God was the embodiment of everything they re- 
garded as good and sacred. 


In Greek mythological religion the certainty of 
God's omnipotence is lacking, whereas the Jew had 
the awareness of His omnipotence as something 
inseparable from His moral perfection: without the 
one, He could not possess the other. In Greek myth- 
ology there was, to be sure, one god who was king 
over all his “colleagues” and underlings. Some 
scholars choose to regard the Jove-concept as a 
version of monotheism. But even Jove was powerless 
to exercise fully his own will unless it coincided with 
that of a still higher, more absolute and inflexible 
power—Fate, destiny or, as the Greeks termed it, 
“Moerae.” When Jove’s favorite son, Sarpedon, 
fought against Patroclus, Jove—the mightiest of all 
the gods—knew that his son would be overpowered 
and killed because it had so been decreed by Fate. 
He was torn between his paternal love and the 
“bitter decree of destiny” and Hera reminded him 
of his duty to bow down before it. We read in the 
Iliad (14th Book; verses 439-61) that he, the father 
of the gods, listened carefully to her and caused 
bloody rain drops to fall upon the earth, thus doing 
honor to his beloved son, about to be slain by 
Patroclus. Jove’s “omnipotence” is only effective 
when there is no conflict between his will and the 
categoric preordainments of Fate. To the Jewish 
religious mind, this was equivalent to virtual im- 
potence. If there exists in the world a being or power 
more mighty than a god, then not he is god but that 
being ot power which operatessthrough the medium 
of his “powerless will.” If God is subordinate to Fate, 
then the true ruler of the world is Fate; and what is 
that?—a power far less explicable than God and, 
moreover, a power to which no moral attributes can 
be assigned, and no moral appeal can be made. Dur- 
ing the Talmudic era, in their religious folklore, 
Jews subscribed to a certain anthropomorphic theory, 
according to which God rules the world “by consult- 
ing the Torah.” Such a concept could not be inter- 
preted to mean that God was a lesser power than the 
Torah, since He Himself had given it to the Jews, 
to the world and “to Himself” as well; and if He 
consults it, it is not because He subordinates His will 
to the directives of the Torah—if we can conceive 
of the two as being contradictory—but because He 
seeks to avoid any hasty judgments or “caprices of 
the moment,” and, by referring to the Torah which 
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is the essence of His will, He refreshes His memory, 
as it were, regarding His real will and saves Himself 
from acceding to any momentary desires. In this 
peculiar folklore interpretation, the principle of 
moral lawfulness in the world triumphs; it is, so to 
speak, a guarantee that caprice, temper, chance, 
amoral volitions, blind destiny, have, in the final 
analysis, no power. Jews did not believe that the 
heavenly bodies determine events and the span of 
man’s life; they also refused to believe in the invisible 
and morally undiscriminating Fate which, looms in 
the background of the Greek religious world view. 
The unity of the world and the unity of God had a 
meaning for the Jews only insofar as they indicated 
a “watchful eye,” guarding the world and bearing 
moral responsibility for it. Providence rather than 
Fate. 


There must have been far more fascination for 
the Jews of antiquity in the Persian religion, in the 
great vision of Zoroaster with its peculiar mystical 
rationalism and still profounder faith in the moral 
destination of the world. Even modern man finds 
himself stirred by the teachings of Zoroaster, if only 
because of his tragic search for an explanation of the 
world’s disunity, of the simultaneous existence of 
good and evil. Ormazd is the source of truth, purity, 
lawfulness, friendship and goodness; whereas in 
Ahriman is concentrated everything evil—two sepa- 
rate divine spirits, each seeking complete domination 
over the world. These two “gods” are twins, in con- 
stant conflict with one another. The two separate 
and antagonistic (and yet in some mysterious fashion, 
“fraternal”) spirits are both creative forces, and the 
history of their struggle is the history of the world 
and all that occurs in it. The great ethical principle 
underlying this concept is that human beings are not 
only witnesses of the struggle but are themselves 
the protagonists. Man is the center of this conflict, 
his soul is, to a great degree, the battleground for 
mastery over which both spirits fight. By his very 
life and being, his faith and emotions, sympathies 
and antipathies, action or inaction, and by his dreams 
and wishes, man allies himself with either Ormazd 
or Ahriman. His good deeds lend strength to Ormazd, 
and his sins—to Ahriman. Although the outcome 
of the conflict is a foregone conclusion (eventually 
Ormazd must completely overpower his rival and 
gain single mastery over the world) it can never be 
attained without man’s cooperation. No other religion 
has invested man with a nobler role. But despite the 
fascination it certainly had for the more inquisitive 
minds, Zoroastrianism met with a stubborn spiritual 
resistance from the Jews. 


The Jews had already become too sensitive to any 
form of limitation of God’s omnipotence, and they 
saw in the Persian religion a god whose true power 
was still postextstent. According to Zoroaster, Ahri- 
man—the god of darkness—not only exerts a great 
influence upon the world but is partly its maker as 
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well. A number of the heavenly bodies—Behram 
(Mars), Kevan (Saturn) and others were created by 
him and peopled with devils and evil spirits. This 
strange, though only temporary dualism, could not 
but repel the Jewish mind, although the high moral 
plane of Zoroastrianism and the laws regarding 
purity and defilement, set forth in the Avesta and in 
other Persian Scriptures, must have touched a re- 
sponsive chord and evoked their admiration. The 
typical reaction of Jewish monotheism to the Persian 
concept of a dual divinity is expressed by the anony- 
mous Diaspora prophet commonly referred to as the 
Second Isaiah. He bore Persia no ill-will, on the con- 
trary he predicted that its gracious king would yet 
bring deliverance to the Jews. He regarded Cyrus as 
one of the “anointed,” as “God’s shepherd” who 
served the true God although he was himself not 
aware of doing so. The prophet clearly sees, however, 
a line of demarcation between Jewish monotheism 
and Persian dualism: “I am the Lord and there is 
none else, there is no God beside me. . . . That they 
may know from the rising of the sun, and from the 
west, that there is none beside me. I am the Lord and 
there is none else. I form the light and create dark- 
ness; I make peace and create evil; I, the Lord, do all 
these things.” (45:5-7). The prophet fails to ex- 
plain (or perhaps cannot) why and for what purpose 
darkness and evil must exist; but he did know that 
they could not have been created by anyone other 
than the one-and-only God whose very oneness is a 
guarantee of ultimate goodness and light. If, as we 
read in the Avesta, Ahriman possesses sufficient 
power to people the earth with dragons, poisonous 
snakes, sickness and pestilence, and even cruel rulers, 
then, although temporarily, he outshines Ormazd 
and places in question the fundamentality of good- 
ness and light in the world. Ormazd even resorts to 
the same strategies employed by a human ruler: re- 
alizing his weakness, he offers Ahriman an armistice 
to last nine thousand years, in the belief that after the 
elapse of that time his enemy will have become so 
weakened as to be easily overcome and destroyed. But 
the essential concept of a god who must for a long 
period tolerate and recognize the partial dominion of 
a “negative god,” must have grated on the Jewish 
metaphysical sense. In addition, Ormazd and Ahri- 
man were not the source of everything which exists: 
both were horn. The Avesta tells of other eternals 
which do not emanate from either of them: limitless 
space and limitless time. Ormazd created his world 
from light, with the sanction of Zarvan who, accord- 
ingly, surpasses him and has the power either to 
withhold or to grant his approval. According to later 
versions, Ormazd and Ahriman proceed from Zarvab, 
who is still not the highest power: he renders sacri- 
fices (to whom?); he is the victim of doubts and 
hesitations and does not even know what he himself 
will bring forth. It must not be forgotten that, ac- 
cording to popular conception, Ormazd brings crea- 
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tures to life through a form of propagation of him- 
self. His wife is also his daughter, Armaiti, who bore 
him sons and daughters (one can well imagine the 
revulsion this evoked in Jews, with their stern anti- 
pathy toward incest). Ather (fire) is his son and 
Mitra (the sun) is his daughter. When his son Gayu- 
mart lay dying, he impregnated his own mother, and 
the issue of this union were the first two humans. It 
was not Ormazd who determined the fate of Gayu- 
mart but Zarvan or, according to another version, 
the stars. Even when Ormazd takes sick, he is power- 
less to help himself but must appeal to other gods. 


Of all the religions with which the Jews of anti- 
quity came in contact, the Persian most closely ap- 
proximated monotheism, and its ethical principles 
and ritual found greatest favor with them. But they 
found even Zoroastrianism to contain too many idol- 
atrous elements and to present too many spiritual 
and moral pitfalls, although they undoubtedly dis- 
cerned in the Persian conception a subterranean 
struggle which was bound eventually to discover the 
“oneness of the Creator.”* 


The names which Jews assigned at various periods 
to God are indicative of the tendency or line of de- 
velopment which motivated their religious conscience 
from the very beginning: “Ribono shel Olam’— 
Lord of the Universe, the absolute ruler who shares 
his dominion with no one, even for a moment; 
“Manhigo shel Olam”—Leader of the world; “Atiko 
shel Olam”—the pristine Elder of the world whom 
nothing and no one could precede since He is the one 
“who spoke and the world came into being”; “Ha- 
‘Gvura’—the Power, the one and only, without 
which all else is powerless; “Ha’Dibur’or “Memra” 
—the Word, which is the basis of all existence and 
all happenings; the Only One who is, according to 
Maimonides, “m’khuyav ha’mziut”—whose existence 
is logically “obligatory” since all other existence is 
dependent upon Him: the name of “Shadai” which, 
in the interpretation of Maimonides is the same as 
“Asher dai”—One who is sufficient unto Himself, 
lives only within and for Himself, and seeks no sup- 
port elsewhere for His existence (the Spinozan con- 
cept of “substance”); or, simply, “Hu’—He, the 
only genuine He in the universe. This tendency, from 
the moment of “revelation” among the Jews, became 
the dominating directive and overtone in their reli- 
gious development; and since the world is so full of 
contradictions and the mind of man is not capable of 


* Zoroastrianism was unable to defend itself Against the invasion 
of gods from the neighboring countries. Its followers embraced a 
number of the Semitic gods, proclaiming them as the allies of 
Ormazd in his holy struggle. Anahita, the goddess of springs and 
streams and of all fecundity was, in time, endowed with many of 
the features of the Babylonian Ishtar and later became the inspira- 
tion of temple-prostitution. 

Monotheism eventually captured Persia, not through the further 
development of the monistic tendencies in Persia’s own religion, 
but through Islam, an.offspring of Judaism. The Parsees of. India, 
the only sect in the world today which regards Zoroaster as its 
prophet, still follow their ancient rituals, but their concept of God 
is now purely monotheistic. 
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understanding God’s plan in ruling the world, the 
Jews added another to His names, in a spirit of intel- 
lectual resignation and a-gnostic reverence: “Sitro 
shel Olam”—NMystery of the World, into which we 
cannot delve—‘Deus absconditus.” 


With such absolute monotheism as a driving force 
and directive for development, and with a superior 
standard of national morals which was so natural an 
aspect of this monotheistic tendency (by national 
morals we mean that set of ethical values which 
shape a mode of life and exert an influence on the 
average member of a democratically minded people 
—although there were periods when other peoples 
produced sndtivduals of an ethical cast far superior to 
any then found among the Jews), the Jews had more 
than a mere subjective or egocentric cause to feel 
superior to all the other nations with whom they 
came in contact. This feeling of superiority naturally 
expressed itself in the belief that they had been 
elected: the “Thou-hast-chosen-us”-concept. The fact 
that so many of their neighbors later embraced either 
Christianity or Islam in no wise served to dim this 
belief. Whatever criticism the Jews may have di- 
rected against the two new faiths, they were both the 
children of Judaism. Both Christianity and Moham- 
medanism accepted the Bible as their Holy Book, 
thereby alone recognizing the superiority of the 
Jews. In other words, a great part of the surrounding 
world implicitly confirmed the election of Israel. 
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The belief in election did not, however, in any way 
stifle the Jews’ sense of moral responsibility toward 
the non-Jewish world, nor did it blind them to the 
actual or potential worth of their neighbors. The 
Gentile world is sinful—far more so than the Jewish 
—but, despite its iniquity, it must and can be re- 
deemed, and it is the task of the Jews to help in this 
redemption. The prophet Jonah was severely pun- 
ished for his “chauvinism,” and was forced, against 
his will, to go to Nineveh and present there his 
prophecies before the Gentiles, stirring their hearts 
to repentance and thus saving their city from 
destruction. 


Perhaps the story of Jonah is not the best illustra- 
tion of Israel’s religious propensity to recognize the 
essentially equal worth of Jew and non-Jew: he was 
a Jew addressing Gentiles. True, it was the ew who 
a Jew addressing Gentiles. True, it was the Jew who 
saved the non-Jewish city of Nineveh, but he held 
himself aloof throughout—the Jew was here an active 
agent, and the non-Jew—merely the receptive spirit. 


To a far greater degree the universalist trend of Jew-. 


ish religion manifests itself in the Book of Ruth. Not 
only does the wife of Moab embrace the faith of 
Israel but she becomes completely absorbed in Jew- 
ish life: from this daughter of the Gentiles no less a 
figure than King David issued; and, whenever he ar- 
tives and whoever he may be, the Messiah will have 
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to remember that his great-great-ancestress was once 
a Gentile of Moab.* 


A much more radical universalist view is manifest 
in that most profoundly devotional book of the entire 
Biblical canon—Job. It is immaterial who the author 
was, or what the period of this magnificent opus, or 
whether Job actually existed or is merely the figment 
of some poet’s imagination (“Job never was, never 
existed—the story is merely a parable’—a saying 
prevailing among some of the Amoraim). What is 
significant is that the word “Jew” is not once men- 
tioned in the entire book. The dramatic duel between 
man and God, man’s pious resignation, his penitence 
—all take place on a cosmic plane. 


The reverence in which the Book of Job is held by 
Jews can be seen from the fact that they ascribed it to 
the same hand which had written the Torah: “Moses 
wrote his own book and the Book of Job” (Baba 
Batra, 12). However, neither in its prologue, epi- 
logue, nor in any other portion of the book is there 
any indication of the relationship between Jews and 
non-Jews—it completely ignores the existence of 
nations and peoples. The only realities are God, 
world, and man—man in general, without regard for 
any ethnical, historical, or local aspects. The locale of 
the book is given as Uz. This would seem to indicate 
that Job was a non-Jew, but the author does not at- 
tach any significance thereto, and Job’s three com- 
panions are “aliens” bearing non-Jewish names. 
These purely external references have no connection 
with the content of the book itself. They may be 
compared with the stage-directions in Hamlet which 
identify the hero as a Danish prince and set the 
action in Denmark. This does not mean that Shakes- 
peare intended his play as a Danish tragedy or that it 
could not equally well have taken place in England 
or Siam. The very fact that an actual or imaginary 
non-Jew could be portrayed as an example for all 
men to follow in their religious lives is the clearest 
proof of the strong universalist tendency of Judaism. 
No amount of dissertations on Jewish narrow parti- 
cularism can possibly refute this. 


But the decisive moment in this entire problem is 
to be found in another field. The degree to which 
Jews considered themselves to be a consecrated ethnic 


*The blended elements of particularism and universalism and 
their place in Messianic expectations form a fascinating study which 
cannot be properly dealt with within the framework of this essay. 
But it should be mentioned, in passing, that according to a remark- 
able passage in the Talmud (Suka 52) a non-Jew will have a 
noble place in the “final redemption.” The sentence “And the Lord 
showed me four craftsmen” (Zachariah 2:3) was interpreted in 
the name of Rabbi Simon ha-Zadik to be a cryptic reference to the 
four figures destined to play preeminent roles in the drama of the 
world’s redemption: the four “craftsmen” being Messiah ben 
David, Messiah ben Joseph, the Prophet Eliyahu and the Kohen 
Zedek—the latter being none other than the same King Melkhize- 
dek of Salem of whom it is told that he brought bread and wine 
to Abraham as the “priest of God the Most High” and greeted him 
thus: “Blessed be Abram of God Most High, Maker of heaven and 
earth” (Genesis 14:19-20). In his monograph on the Pharisees 
(“The Contact of Pharisaism with Other Cultures,” Vol. II, p. 40) 
H. Loewe refers to a legend which has it that Abraham was taught 
the art of almsgiving by King Melkhizedek. 
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group or race can be seen more clearly in their atti- 
tude toward non-Jews in the specific question of 
mixed marriages. Had the conviction of their superi- 
ority formed an integral and determining part of the 
conscience, and more particularly of the sensibilities, 
of the Jews, and had it been interpreted in terms of 
modern racism, or according to the theories of an 
Aristotle (in the sense of the sharp, native distinction 
between “higher” and “lower” peoples), they would, 
first and foremost, have adopted hard and fast meas- 
ures against any biological contact with other peoples. 
If the Jewish race is “holy” and all other races “im- 
pure,” then the Jews should not risk pollution 
through mixed marriages. If man’s spirit is bound to 
his body, to his biological heritage, then no Gentile 
flesh or blood should be permitted to intrude upon 
the Jewish organism, and a union between Jews and 
non-Jews would thus become not only “racial” but 
“spiritual” pollution as well. 

But the Bible speaks openly of the Negress wife of 
Moses, the “woman of Kush.” Aaron and Miriam are 
the “racial chauvinists” who reproach their brother, 
but God himself sides with Moses and summons 
them before Him in the “tent of meeting,” to voice 
His displeasure. Rav Zair refers (Toldot Hahalakhah, 
Part I, p. 302), in the same connection, to the man- 
ner in which Samson’s parents berate him for having 
taken a Philistine woman to wife: “Is there never a 
woman among the daughters of thy brethren, or 
among all my people, that thou goest to take a wife 
of the uncircumcized Philistine?” The meaning here 
being, that such action is unseemly but not necessar- 
ily forbidden or censurable. The writer of Judges 
himself adds the comment: “But his father and 
mother knew not that it was of the Lord” (Judges, 
14:3, 4), that this was, as the later Jews expressed it, 
a “marriage made in Heaven.” 


The laws of the Bible sanctioned marriage with 
any “comely woman” taken prisoner in war; but it 
was found necessary to impose certain procedures so 
that the woman might be spared as much grief as 
possible at the separation from her home, her parents 
and the burial grounds of her ancestors. The only ban 
on intermarriage referred to in the Bible is in the pre- 
viously mentioned case of the Seven Nations in Pales- 
tine itself; this was due to certain political and reli- 
gious motivations which we have already discussed. 
On the whole, however, the Bible made no attempt 
to insist on preservation by the Jews of their racial 
purity. 

An exception to the general Jewish attitude to- 
ward mixed marriages are the well known strictures, 
one might almost say brutal injunctions, laid down 
by Ezra and Nehemiah. The ban they declared was 
stern and aimed at the radical, biological segregation 
of non-Jews from Jews, both in Palestine and abroad. 
Their interdiction was unconditional, uncompromis- 
ing, without regard for any possible extenuating cir- 
cumstances, and was intended for “eternity.” 
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The drastic regulations for biological segregation, 
introduced by Ezra and Nehemiah and so determin- 
edly implemented by them in Jewish life, have a spe- 
cial interest for us, but lack of space forbids further 
discussion of the subject (great insight into that 
period and a keen understanding of the personality 
of Ezra the Srcibe have been shown by the English 
Protestant historian, R. Travers Herford, in his meti- 
culous work on the Pharisees). Their decrees should 
be accorded their proper place in history. The “for- 
eternity”-formula of Ezra and Nehemiah was not up- 
held and, with time, their uncompromising interdic- 
tions were abolished. There is cause to believe that 
the obdurate insistence on endogamy by Ezra and 
Nehemiah was due to the special conditions then pre- 
vailing, during the Return from Captivity, and, as 
Herford points out, very possibly, if not for their 
bans, Judaism would in time have perished and there 
might not have remained even that nucleus from 
which Christianity later sprang. A relatively short 
time after this enforced biological segregation from 
the Gentile world, the Jews became exogamous, 
making marriage conditional only upon the conver, 
sion to Judaism of the Gentile spouse. 

Discrimination against marriages with members 
of alien races was almost unknown during the Tal- 
mudic era, The ban only referred to “Gentiles in 
spirit’”—those who worshipped pagan gods and were 
unwilling to embrace Judaism or to minim, Jews se- 
duced to the Christian “heresy.” The consecrated 
nation was thus in a certain measure transformed 
into a consecrated congregation, to which people of 
all origins were welcome, provided they assumed its 
religious beliefs and duties. In other words, a Jew is 
not only one who was born of Jewish parents, but 
anyone who had undergone the process of Jewish re- 
ligious naturalization. In the soul of the people there 
gradually emerged the sentiment that all traces of 
division between the native Jew and the naturalized 
Jew must be eradicated. “If a man repents, say not to 
him: Remember thy former deeds” (Sifra). “If a man 
derives from Gentiles, say not to him: Remember the 
deeds of thy forebears.” “The ger (proselyte) who 
embraces Judaism in good faith is the same as Israel” 
(Bamidbar Raba, 88) or, as we read further in the 
same passage, “The Almighty saith that the name of 
the gerim is more beloved than the libations of wine 
poured to me.” The words “towards the righteous 
and the pious . . . towards the proselytes of righteous- 
mess ....may Thy tender mercies be stirred” still form 
part of the Shmoneh Esre prayer. 

As time passed it was realized that religious dis- 
crimination against certain peoples—practiced for 
historico-political reasons rather than from contempt 
for any particular “race”—had lost its meaning. In 
Berakhot (28) we read that Judah, a convert from 
the tribe of Ammon, asked the famous heads of the 
Yavne Academy: “What is my status in Israel, now 
that I have embraced Judaism? Am I a member of 
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the congregation, an equal among equals, or does the 
ban of the Torah: ‘Neither Moabite nor Ammonite 
may enter the congregation of God’ still apply to 
me?” Rabbi Gamaliel’s decision was that since he 
was a convert, he could not “enter the congregation.” 
But Rabbi Joshua insisted that the ban was no longer 
in effect, giving as his reason: “Sennacherib, King of 
the Assyrians, came up and confused all the nations.” 
We know from the Talmud that the decision of 
Rabbi Joshua triumphed and the Ammonite was 
“admitted to the congregation.” The argument ad- 
vanced by him was almost that of a modern anthro- 
pologist: using the Sennacherib-formula, he proved 
that there were no longer any pure races nor was it 
possible any more to determine the origins of peoples, 
and it was therefore futile to submit the genealogical 
background of individuals to a minute inspection. 
Rabbi Gamaliel’s judgment, on the other hand, was 
based on the convert’s own admission to being an 
Ammonite, and he turned to the written law for sup- 
port of his contention that one may not be “admitted 
to the congregation” even though there were only a 
suspicton that he was a son of Ammon. Behind Rabbi 
Joshua’s decision was the tacit conviction that what 
we have termed “religious naturalization” makes a 
“natural” Jew of the ger, regardless of his origin, that 
conversion is equivalent to rebirth (a notion which 
later played an important role in Christianity), and 
that “He who makes welcome the ger is as though he 
had created him” (Bereshit Rabah). The religious 
transformation of a non-Jew, his moral determina- 
tion to become a Jew and enter into the Jewish cov- 
enant with God, cancels, to a great degree, his entire 
past and he now begins to live anew: “A convert is 
comparable to a new-born child” (Yevamot, 46). 
Resh Lakish went even farther, insisting that a ger 
was not to be regarded as the equal of but as superior 
to a “native” Jew, because Jews had accepted the 
Torah at Mount Sinai under duress or under the im- 
pression of various miracles, whereas the convert em- 
braces his new faith voluntarily and out of an un- 
shakable conviction This is somewhat reminiscent of 
the contention of naturalized Americans: “I, the im- 
migrant, am a better American than you; you could 
not help yourself, you were born here; but I had a 
choice and I selected America as my homeland”). 
The glorification of the convert rose to such a pitch 
that an insult to a ger was declared tantamount to in- 
sulting God (Khagigah, 5). Such an attitude inevi- 
tably led to extremes, even to a belligerent insistence 
that Torah is everything, and blood and heritage, 
nothing. Rabbi Meir—apparently in the course of a 
polemic attack on the Jewish racists of his day—de- 
clared that even the idol-worshipper who applies 
himself to Torah is as the High Priest himself (Baba 
Kama, 38). This was, of course, intentional exagger- 
ation on the part of Rabbi Meir who knew that he 
could not so summarily dismiss the categorical law 
which states that not only an idolator, but even a 
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convert of the first generation could not attain the 
High Priesthood. (One of the very few, if not the 
only limitation of the convert’s rights. Since we have 
already employed several analogies with the America 
of today to clarify a point, may we be permitted to re- 
mind the reader that although the naturalized citizen 
in this country enjoys the same rights as does the 
native American, there is one office to which he can- 
not aspire, that of the President—the “High Priest” 
of the Republic.) Rabbi Meir certainly had no hope 
that his aphorism would be accepted and embodied 
in normative law. We cite his defiant opinion merely 
as an illustration of the processes and conflicts then 
prevailing in Jewish religious thought. It was in 
character with the polemic methods employed by the 
universalists against the particularists. 

It is a significant commentary on that period that 
no few of the Tannaim were casually referred to as 
gerim or descendants of gerim. It would be a fruitless 
task to attempt to trace the genealogical tree of the 
various Tannaim and Amoraim. It is possible that 
the classification of some of them as racial non-Jews 
was only based on rumor but it is characteristic that 
such rumors could find their way into the records of 
Jewish tradition; nor did the redactors of the Talmud 
feel that they in any way lowered the status or social 
station of the khakhamim in question. The compilers 
and redactors of the New Testament found no dif- 
ficulty in establishing a genealogical line which 
proved that Jesus was a direct descendant of King 
David (“a shoot out of the stock of Jesse”); it would 
have been equally simple for the compilers of the 
Talmud to represent Rabbi Akiba as a descendant of, 
let us say, Ezra or Nehemiah. They could easily have 
concealed his true lineage but apparently they were 
not the least disconcerted to learn that not only was 
he descended from gerim but that one of his ancestors 
was none other than Sisera! We must not forget the 
profound reverence in which Rabbi Akiba was held 
by the Jews, not only as a great man of Halakhah but 
also as one of the most prominent Jewish political 
nationalists and martyrs for the faith. Jews neverthe- 
less readily adjusted themselves to the “fact” that the 
man who was worthy of receiving the Law—about 
whom Moses said to God: “My Lord, having such a 
man as this, why didst Thou give Thy Torah through 
me?” (Menakhot, 29)—was not only a non-Jew by 
race but was, in addition, descended from Sisera. The 
Talmudic sages were not forced to disclose that She- 
maiah and Abtalion were also the offspring of gerim, 
nevertheless they did so. Nor was it essential for 
them to record that Rabbi Meir, who lives in the 
memory of Jews as the “miracle worker,” came of 
non-Jews (Gitin, 56), and that his real name was 
Me’asha but the name of Meir (one who enlightens) 
was given to him because “he enlightened the wise in 
the Law.” 

That there was much opposition to those efforts at 
broadening the univeralistic base of Judaism, that 








NOVEMBER, 1945 


within the nation itself and among some of its high- 
est circles the antagonistic forces of narrow national- 
ism and “racism” were at work, and that the struggle 
against these forces was very bitter, can be seen from 
more than one passage in the Talmud. We have, for 
instance, the story of the High Priest (Yoma, 71) 
who issued from the Temple, followed by the multi- 
tude of worshippers. Shemaiah and Abtalion (as told 
above, descended from gerim) passed by, and the 
congregation deserted the High Priest for the two 
scholars. When both men approached the High 
Priest to pay their respects, he addressed them slight- 
ingly, thus: “Enter in peace, sons of gerim,” to 
which they replied: “Yea, let those gerim enter in 
peace who act in the manner of Aaron the Priest, but 
let not those enter who descend from Aaron (the 
High Priest himself) and act not in the manner of 
Aaron (i.e.: act as disturbers of the peace and insult 
people).” In this Talmudic parable, racial back- 
ground is scathingly held up to ridicule and emphasis 
is laid on personal character, deeds, and merit. 
Whatever the stages through which it passed, one 
fact is clear: that, from the time Jews freed them- 
selves from the prohibitions imposed by Ezra and 
Nehemiah, the ban on mixed marriages began to lose 
its quondam “racial” motivation and finally assumed 
an outspokenly religious character. The marriage 
laws and practices of so-called later Judaism—dating 
from the period of the Pharisees—can in no way be 
compared to the racial laws of modern Germany or 
to laws still prevailing in certain sections of this 
country where marriage with a Negro (or, as the for- 
mula goes, with anyone in whose veins there flows 
more than one-sixteenth of Negro blood) is a breach 
of the law, even though both parties are members of 
the same church. Jews discriminate, in the matter of 
mixed marirages, against non-Jews in the same sense 
that “universalist Christianity” or Islam discriminate 
against adherents of other faiths. From the very in- 
ception of the Christian Church as a consolidated in- 
stitution, marriage with non-Christians has been 
frowned upon. On the basis of certain pronounce- 
ments ascribed to Tertullian and St. Cyprian, the 
Synod of Elvira (300-306) forbade Christian maid- 
ens to marry “the unfaithful, Jews, heretics, and 
pagan priests.” In 339 Emperor Constantine forbade 
mixed marriages between Christians and Jews. Later, 
in 388, by the decree of Valentinian, Theodosius, and 
Arcadius, such unions were denounced as “whoring 
and adultery” and their issue, as “bastards.” The 
Roman and Greek Catholic Churches have never 
lifted this ban (although there have been some occa- 
sions when the Pope granted special dispensations in 
a case of mixed marriage). Furthermore, after the 
Reformation, the Catholic Church extended this in- 
terdiction to include errant Christians. Marriage out 
of the Catholic Church was most harshly condemned 
by the Popes Urban VIII, Clement XI, Benedict XIV, 
Pius XI, and Leo XIII. We find in the “Westminster 
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Thurs., Nov, 15th—PROF. H. FINEMAN 
"Rise and Development of American 


Socialist Zionism" 


"American Jews Before World War |" 


Thurs., Dec. 6th—HAYIM GREENBERG 
"Palestine—The Land of Conflicting 


Claims" 


"The Future of American Jewry’ 


Thurs., Dec. 20th—RABBI IRA EISENSTEIN 
"The American Jewish Community 
1917-45" 


Thurs., Dec. 27th—DR. FISCHOFF 
"Immediate Problems Confronting 


American Jewry" 
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Join the 
JEWISH NATIONAL 
WORKERS ALLIANCE 


OR OVER 30 years the JEWISH NATIONAL WORKERS’ 

ALLIANCE (FARBAND) has participated in every activ- 
ity leading to the improvement of the condition of the 
Jewish and laboring masses in this country and abroad, 
the upbuilding of the Jewish homeland in Palestine and 
the vitalization of Jewish culture. It has stood for unity in 
American and World Jewry and was an important factor 
in the establishment of the American and World Jewish 
Congress and more recently, the American Jewish Con- 
ference. It is closely linked with the Histadrut and aids it 
economically and politically in all of its undertakings. It 
pioneered modern progressive Jewish education and main- 
tains a chain of schools in the United States and Canada. 
It fought militantly the joint evils of fascism and anti- 
semitism and has given our country exemplary support in 
the war-effort. All these activities it has combined with an 
extensive program of self-help and mutual aid, based on 
scientific and cooperative principles, for the benefit of its 
members and their families. It has grown in deeds and 
membership as one of the foremost organizations in Ameri- 
can Jewish life. 








FACTS AND FIGURES ——— 


THE ALLIANCE 
present membership is over 23,000. 
“ 


THE ALLIANCE’S 
Insurance held by members totals $9,000,000.00. 


THE ALLIANCE’S 
has already paid in benefits $1,850,000.00. 


THE ALLIANCE 
has assets amounting to $1,352,000.00. 


THE ALLIANCE 

will raise during the year 1945 more than one million 
dollars for Jewish national and local needs, including 
$500,000.00 for the Geverkshaften Campaign for the 
Histadrut, $300,000.00 for the United Jewish Appeal, 
$250,000.00 for the Jewish National Fund, and con- 
siderable sums for Jewish cultural and public institu- 
tions. 
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Confession of Faith” of the comparatively young 
Church of England, the statement, that members of 
the true reformed Church are enjoined from marriage 
with the “unfaithful, papist (Catholics) and... other 
heathens.” Jews are not mentioned in this document 
for the simple reason that there were none in the 
England of that period. According to an Irish law of 
1697 a Protestant woman who possessed more than 
five hundred pounds forfeited her property upon 
marriage with a “papist” (here we have, of course, 
also an economic consideration hiding behind a reli- 
gious rationalization), and, according to a later law 
of 1945 (also in Ireland), Catholic priests perform- 
ing marriage-ceremonies between Protestants and 
Catholics were condemned to death. Islam is far 
more tolerant in this respect. A Moslem may not 
matry a woman who is a “non-believer” but the 
Koran permits exceptions in the case of a so-called 
“Kitubaya”—a woman who recognizes the k’tav, 
the Holy Scriptures (thus, a Jewess or a Christian, 
but not a pagan). Such unions are regarded by 
Mohammedans as lawful but are looked askance 
upon, especially when they take place in non-Mos- 
lem countries where the influence of other religions 
present a greater danger than in lands where Islam is 
dominant. 

All these examples fortify our contention that the 
Jewish ban on mixed marriages is purely religious in 
nature and has nothing whatsoever to do with mo- 
tives of race-preservation. It is worthy of note that in 
the 18th century, some rabbinical authorities forbade 
marriages between Jews and certain other Jews. We 
have in mind, specifically, the ban imposed by heads 
of the mitnagdim and their warnings to pious Jews 
not to countenance any unions with the khasidim 
since it is their daughters who were meant in the pas- 
sage, “Cursed be he that lieth with any manner of 
beast” (Deuteronomy 28:21). Certainly there could 
have been no “racial motives” involved here, but the 
clash between the mitnagdim and the khasidim rose 
to such a fever pitch during the time of the Gaon of 
Vilna that the stigma of being likened to “beasts” 
could be flung at the racially-pure daughter of one’s 
opponent. Fortunately, such a situation could not 
long endure; but it is characteristic of the attitude of 
so-called Pharisaic Judaism toward the question of 
marriage, which was regarded not only as a civil act 
but, primarily, as a spiritual union demanding a 
certain measure of religious conformity and spiritual 
harmony. 

The conclusion to be reached from our discussion 
thus far, is clear: the concept of election did not in 
any way resolve itself into a sanctification of the Jew- 
ish race. By opening wide its doors to gerim and by 
removing all obstacles to marriages between them 
and Jews by birth, Judaism has presented to the 
world pragmatic proof that what we designate in 
modern jargon as “race” is not regarded by the Jew 
as “holy,” nor does he make a fetish of it. 
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THE PALESTINE PROBLEM 


THE London Times (weekly edition, 
October 3 ), carries the following “from 
a special correspondent lately in 
Palestine.” 


The most striking fact about Pales- 
tine today is the contrast between the 
country’s economic prosperity and its 
political distress, This paradox is not 
new; it has been a feature of Pales- 
tine’s development since the begin- 
nings of Zionist reconstruction. 

The country’s present prosperity is 
partly due to the war and mainly to 
the last great pre-war wave of wealthy 
immigrants from Germany and eastern 
Europe. Everywhere in Palestine new 
industries have been set up of a type 
hitherto unknown in the Middle East, 
such as diamond-cutting workshops, 
pharmaceutical laboratories and fac- 
tories for optical precision instruments 
and for tinned goods. Behind these me- 
dium-sized pioneer industries stand the 
older “heavy” industries like the ce- 
ment works and oil refineries of Haifa, 
the great building cooperative Solel 
Boneh, and the potash works on the 
Dead Sea. 

At the same time some of the He- 
brew collective settlements have be- 
gun to develop their own local indus- 
tries—new types of semi-rural, semi- 
industrial combines, which seem to 
produce satisfactory results. All this 
helps to give modern Palestine a well- 
balanced economic structure, suffici- 
ently many-sided and elastic to survive 
the shock of transition from war to 


peace. 


Progress Achieved 


Revisiting Palestine after an absence 
of 10 years, one cannot fail to be im- 
pressed by the progress that has been 
achieved. This is even more conspicu- 
ous among the Arabs, because of their 
lower starting-level. The transition 
from mud huts to stone houses, from 
the rabbit warren of old Jaffa to the 
spacious avenues of the modern town, 
is a greater contrast than, for example, 
the more homogeneous growth of Tel 
Aviv. Ten years ago the Arab villages 
abounded in half-blind old men. Tra- 
choma among the children seemed uni- 
versal; now it has largely disappeared. 
The decrease in child mortality is 
equally striking. After centuries of 
stagnation the Arab population has 
doubled between 1922 and 1942. 
These spectacular results are traceable 
either directly to the work of Jewish 


hospitals and doctors or to the Gov- 
ernment’s health services and schools, 
which indirectly are also financed by 
Jewish taxpayers (whose contribution 
a head is between 8 and 10 times that 
of the Arabs). 

On the basis of what has so far been 
achieved the Zionists argue that the 
further industrialization of Palestine 
and the carrying out of the large-scale 
irrigation projects recently worked out 
by soil-conservation experts and engi- 
neers of the Tennessee Valley Author- 
ity need cause no disquietude to the 
Arabs of Palestine. The irrigation of 
the vast and practically uninhabited 
Southern desert and continued indus- 
trial development would, according to 
these authorities, create an absorptive 
capacity for another 2,000,000 to 4,- 
000,000 people. This living space 
would be created not by displacing the 
Native population but by developing 
the country’s derelict wastes and its in- 
dustrial potential. There is, indeed, no 
apparent reason why Palestine, which 
in Byzantine times supported a popu- 
lation of about 3,000,000, should not, 
in the age of industry and intensified 
agriculture, accommodate at least the 
same number. 


The Only Solution 


These are arguments which cover 
only the economic aspect and leave out 
emotional reality. In private conversa- 
tion Arab leaders admit the economic 
advantages derived from Jewish immi- 
gration; but they argue that no nation 
will sell its aspirations to independence 
and sovereignty for the sake of hospi- 
tals, schools, and metal roads, The often 
emphasized fear of being “swamped” 
by the Jews is not lessened by Zionist 
pledges that the Arabs will be treated 
as equals in the future Jewish State. 
Though such assurances are doubtless 
honestly meant, Arabs regard them as 
sheer derision. No economic advan- 
tages can counter these Arab fears or 
appease their violent xenophobia. “We 
want neither their honey nor their 
sting” is an Arab saying quoted to your 
Correspondent by a moderate Arab 
leader. The political deadlock is com- 
plete. 

Two new political factors emerged 
in the Middle East during the war: the 
Arab League and the Hebrew under- 
ground movement. The creation of the 
Arab League is a great achievement of 
British policy and a welcome step to- 
wards a general political and economic 
rapprochement of the countries of the 
Middle East. But, viewed from Europe, 
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the speed of this process and the ex- 
tent of common interests or even com- 
munity of outlook between the Arab 
States can easily be over-estimated. 


Arab Differences 

The difference in political, religious, 
and economic structure between, say, 
the Lebanon and Saudi Arabia is much 
more pronounced than between, say, 
Germany and France. Tribal, religious, 
and dynastic antagonisms are more em- 
bittered and fanatical in the oriental 
than in the European world, and so 
far the Arab League has been more oc- 
cupied with traditional eloquence than 
with the elaboration of constructive 
programmes, Arab unity in the sense 
of a Customs union, common currency, 
and centralized political and military 
action will doubtless be achieved in the 
future, but just now the main, if not 
the only, cohesive force within the 
League is an ingrained and traditional 
xenophobia, directed, according to cir- 
cumstances, against the French, the 
British, or the Jews. 


At present Arab politics are domi- 
nated by the desire to achieve the great- 
est possible immunity from European 
interference by following the way of 
least resistance—that is, by utilizing 
the jealousies and clashes of interest, 
past and present, between the European 
Powers. 


Palestine is only one factor in Arab 
politics, and one whose importance 
may indeed be overstated. It may be an 
exaggeration to say, as a well-known 
Cairo wit put it, that “if there were no 
Jews in the Middle East the Arab 
League would have to invent them”; 
but it is equally grotesque to contend 
that the “Jews are the only stumbling 
block in the way of Anglo-Arab under- 
standing.” Eastern politics have always 
abounded in pitfalls and stumbling 
blocks, and even if the 600,000 Jews 
of Palestine. were removed by some 
natural or man-made catastrophe, poli- 
tical demagogy would soon find a new 
hobby-horse. 


Second New Factor 


If we consider the local Palestine 
population alone, right stands against 
right between Arabs and Jews. But if 
we widen the picture to include the 
Arab world as a whole, then Palestine 
shrinks to a bare 2 per cent. of the 
total area inhabited by Arabs, while 
for the Jews it represents all their 
hopes of ever recovering a national 
home. There are signs that the leaders 
of the Arab League are aware of these 
facts and that, if partition were en- 
forced, they would confine themselves 
to vocal protests. Military intervention 
by the neighbouring States is, apart 
from its strategic absurdities, as un- 
likely as during Rashid Ali’s revolt, the 


Mufti’s calls for a Holy War, or the 
repeated Syrian insurrections of the 
last 20 years. 

The second new factor in the Pales- 
tine balance of power is the Hebrew 
underground movement. The term is 
misleading. Among the three Hebrew 
para-military organizations Haganah, 
by far the strongest, has a curious semi- 
legal status. Haganah means “defence,” 
and the organization began under 
Turkish rule, when Jewish settlers en- 
joyed hardly any legal protection and 
had to look after themselves. This 
necessity persisted after the British 
conquest. Haganah became an illegal 
organization tolerated by the Govern- 
ment. This toleration became open col- 
laboration during the disturbances of 
1936-39, when Wingate recruited from 
the Haganah his Special Night Squads 
to fight Arab terrorists. 


After the disturbances, and with the 
inauguration of the White Paper policy 
in 1939, this collaboration ended and 
the police were given orders to arrest 
members of the Haganah and confis- 
cate their arms. The war brought an- 
other change: in the days of El Alamein 
members of the Haganah were trained 
by the military authorities for guerrilla 
warfare in the hills of Palestine should 
the country be occupied by the enemy. 
A large number of leaders of the 
Haganah volunteered for special mis- 
sions and were parachuted behind the 
German lines in the Balkan countries; 
other units carried out acts of sabotage 
in Vichy Syria and in the Libyan desert. 
Altogether 26,000 Palestinian Jews, 
mostly members of the Haganah, joined 
the forces. The corresponding figure of 
Arab volunteers is 9,000, which, taking 
total population figures into account, 
amounts to a percentage proportion of 
six Jewish volunteers to one Arab. 

Once the danger had passed the 
treatment of the Haganah reverted to 
that of the period just before the war. 
Arms searches were carried out in 
Hebrew settlements and arrests of 
Haganah members were followed by 
trials before military courts. The sen- 
tences were heavy. 


Extreme Groups 

These oscillations in policy, together 
with the despair created by the White 
Paper, the land laws of 1940, and the 
tragedy of the refugee ships Struma 
and Patria, led to the secession frorn 
the Haganah of two extremist groups: 
Irgun Z’wai Leumi (National Military 
Organization) and Fighters for the 
Freedom of Israel (Stern group). They 
are both organized on conspiratorial, 
terrorist principles and command be- 
tween them 3,000 to 5,000 active mem- 
bers, with a considerable number of 
sympathizers. They reject the authority 
of the Jewish Agency, but would im- 
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mediately join hands with it if the 
Agency-controlled Haganah came into 
open conflict with either the Arabs or 
the Government. 

The present strength of the Haganah 
itself is variously estimated at 50,000 
to 75,000 men, with first-rate equip- 
ment, including automatics and mortars 
supplied by its own secret factories, 
and a motorized field force (Palmakh) 
capable of throwing in a task force of 
several thousand men at a few hours’ 
notice at any threatened point of the 
country. The Haganah knows that its 
military strength easily surpasses that 
of the local Arabs. 

It is to be hoped that revolt will be 
averted and that, after a long period of 
hesitations, the Royal Commission’s 
suggestion of partition will be carried 
out. The displacement of populations 
which partition would entail is small 
compared with the present enforced 
mass-movements in Europe; and after a 
transition period with a “reasonable 
amount of rioting” and voluminous 
protests, the two partners would, ac- 
cording to oriental habit, in all likeli- 
hood accept the inevitable and settle 
down to make the best of it. 

The ultimate aim would obviously 
be the gradual development of an eco- 
nomic federation of the Middle East— 
the possibility of which was conclu- 
sively proved by the excellent working 
of the Middle East Supply Centre— 
with the Jewish State as an essential 
partner, and at the same time a stable 
link between East and West. 
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ARABIAN FAIRY TALES 


IN THE SEPTEMBER ISSUE of the Tel 

Aviv monthly, Mikhamtemu, Eliezer 

Liebenstein, makes the following com- 

ments as to the Arab military potential: 
1. 

The professional Arab leaders re- 
acted to the change of government in 
Great Britain by a vociferous procla- 
mation that any continuation of Jewish 
entry into Palestine would be forcibly 
prevented by Arab direct action. State- 
ments of this sort, in differing versions, 
were released by the secretary of the 
Arab office in London, the head of the 
Iraqi government, and by a number of 
Arab journalists. 

First of all, declare the Arab nation- 
alists, what they are opposed to pri- 
marily is precisely Jewish immigration. 
Continuing Jewish immigration is the 
very suggestion that shakes them to 
their roots, and incites them to des- 
perate acts. So falls that whole struc- 
ture of fantasy by which certain ideol- 
ogists try to convince us that it was 
the demand for the Jewish State which 
would bring down upon us the ire of 
the Arabs, whereas the Arabs could be 
prevailed upon to agree to our demand 
of immigration. 

But as to the threat itself, what sub- 
stance is there in it? 

It is clear that philo-Arabic propa- 
ganda and romanticism have created 
an atmosphere of susceptibility to such 
threats. Even so responsible and level- 
headed a person as President Truman 
thought it necessary to remark in his 
statement favoring a Jewish state and 
Jewish immigration, that he was not 
prepared to maintain “half a million 
American soldiers” in Palestine in 
order to achieve these purposes. The 
matter is worth examining on its own 
merits, therefore. 

Z. 

What is the military power of the 
Arab countries? 

The most substantial Arab force at 
present is that of the smallest Arab 
state, the Transjordan Emirate.* It con- 
sists of the Arab Legion and the Trans- 
jordan Frontier Force, both of them 
directly and strictly under the com- 
mand of the British. It cannot be sup- 
posed that these forces would do 
anything whatsoever without orders 
from their commanders, nor can we 
assume that their commanders would 
do anything against the will of the 
Empire government. If there are hints 
of possible action by this force, there- 
fore, we must seek their source neither 
in Cairo nor in Baghdad, but in Lon- 
don. At least, that has been our experi- 
ence hitherto. 


*It has been stated by its British com- 
mander Major Glubb, to number 8,000 
men—Ed. 
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IN FUTURE ISSUES: 


WERNER CAHNMAN, a familiar name to FRONTIER readers, will 
cover American ethnic relations regularly. Now teaching at the 
University of Chicago, he is intimately acquainted with leading 
Negro and other minority groups. 


CHANNING LIEM, an outstanding Korean writer and scholar, will 
cover Far Eastern colonial and imperial problems. He is li- 
brarian at Princeton University. 
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Soviet Red Cross in Moscow. 
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For particulars consult the Union of 
Russian Jews, Inc., 55 West 42nd 
Street, r.r. No. 952-953, New York 18, 
N. Y. 








The next nearest Arab power to 
Palestine frontiers is the Egyptian 
Army. Egypt itself has questioned the 
military value of its soldiers, and that 
was one of the most convincing reasons 
for Egyptian non-participation in the 
war. However, it is completely unnec- 
essary to analyze the grounds for this 
judgment by Egypt, or to discuss to 
what extent the Egyptian government 
is prepared to risk entanglement out- 
side its own borders: it is enough 
if we remember that Egypt and its 
army are separated from Palestine by 
the Suez Canal, which is under the 
complete control of British forces. 
There cannot be any military move- 
ment across the Canal which is not 
desired, or at least permitted by the 
British Army. 

The Saudian forces are an unknown 
quantity. We know only that their 
ability to operate outside the desert is 
very questionable. But here, too, geo- 
graphical or political factors make un- 
necessary any specific military analysis. 
Along the whole length of the border 
of Saudi Arabia, it is separated from 
Palestine by the Transjordan Emirate, 
and it is impossible to move from 
Saudia to Palestine without invading 
the principality of the Emir Abdullah. 
There can be no doubt that the ruler of 
the Transjordan would see in the pres- 
ence of Saudian soldiers upon his soil 
a greater danger to his position than 
in the appearance of Jewish immi- 
grants on the shores of Palestine. It is 
to prevent such incursions from the 
desert that the Emir is interested in 
those armies which bear his name, and 
he knows very well that the hands 
which would be lifted to all appear- 
ances, against us, would fall on him. 

The Iraqi army suffered a humiliat- 
ing defeat when the small force led by 
Brigadier Kingston appeared in the 
country at the end of May, 1941. Since 
that time there has been no advance 
in the organizations of that army, but 
notoriously it has been considerably 
set back. Whatever the power of the 
Iraqi army, most of it is fully occupied 
with questions of internal security (the 
Kurds), and again, it cannot move 
westward across the perilous Syrian 
desert without foreknowledge, assis- 
tance, and suitable equipment by the 
British military forces which now con- 
trol all the desert trails. 

Syria has practically no military 
forces worthy of the name. Syrian re- 


- sistance to the French at the end of 


May, 1945, was speedily dissipated by 
very modest opposition, even though 
it took place in Syria itself and with 
the support of the city mobs. It is now 
known that in the whole of Syria there 
were no more than three or four thou- 
sand French soldiers, and this small 
force succeeded in restoring order so 
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rapidly that if the British had nm 
hastened to enter Damascus on the 
morning of June 1, they would have 
had no excuse left for intervening. 

The great trumpeting about “the 
mighty forces of the Arab countries” 
is thus nothing more than an Arab 
fairy tale, and its true reality is that of 
wish fulfillment and imagination. 

Certainly, armed bands, groups of 
terrorists and seekers after loot, and all 
the other adepts of desert banditry can 
infiltrate into Palestine, and they will 
do so in far greater numbers than we 
have been accustomed to in the past. 
This possibility is not something to 
be lightly dismissed. Infiltration of this 
sort would strengthen any local “re- 
sistance” which will be organized ac- 
cording to the proclamations of Arab 
politicians and journalists. But nobody 
knows any better than the Palestinian 
Arabs themselves that the Jewish com- 
munity is strong enough to protect 
itself and defend Jewish immigrants, 
and establish order and security with- 
out any outside help. Neither half a 
million American or British soldiers, 
nor even a single American or British 
soldier is needed to defend us and 
safeguard our immigration. What we 
need is the approval of our purpose by 
the government, and its sincere sym- 
pathy for our work. 


But even if there were more sub- 
stance to the threats of Arab politi- 
cians, our response could not be other 
than it is. The alternative which is 
offered us if we wish to avoid the 
intervention of “Arab forces” is not 
an alternative at all—it is nothing but 
shameful annihilation. To abandon the 
defense of our immigrants because 
someone threatens our lives as its price 
would be not only a disgrace unto 
future generations, but suicide. To re- 
nounce immigration would mean to 
remain a minority in Palestine. Today 
there can be no doubt what is Israel’s 
fate as a minority among Gentiles, be- 
fore Hitler and after Hitler, in a capi- 
talist or socialist society, in Europe or 
in Asia. 

It is very doubtful whether masses of 
Arabs will leave their camping grounds 
and travel long distances to Palestine 
in order to kill others and lose their 
own lives before their time, for the 
sake of preventing Jewish immigra- 
tion. The vital interests of the Arab 
people and states are not endangered 
by Jewish immigration to Palestine, 
and nations do not risk life for the 
sake of interests which are not essential 
to their existence. But the existence of 
the Jewish community and of all Israel 
is dependent upon the continuation of 
immigration into Palestine, its imme- 
diate continuation and its continuation 
at a high rate under any circumstances. 
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* Smartest Ford ever built 


* More new developments 
than mos? pre-war 
yearly models 


* Greater economy 
* Longer life 


* New, finer performance— 
100 h. p. V-8 engine 
90 h. p. 6 cyl. engine 


* Extra-big hydraulic brakes 
for quick, quiet sfops 


* New, full-cushioned ride 


Coe 
Ihere’s a SLO tn your torore/ 


ft’s not only the smartest Ford ever built, but handling... New springing fora full-cushioned, 
in every way the finest. Advancements every- level ride. Brakes are newly-designed hydrau- 
where you look. Rich and roomy two-tone lics, extra large for quick, smooth, quiet stops 
interiors .... Horsepower stepped up from 90 .+ Here's a car you'll drive with pride—and 


te 100... New performance and ease of constant pleasure. 
FORD MOTOR COMPANY 
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FLAVOR IT 
with the 


FAVORITES 





MADE FROM FRESH 
RIPE TOMATOES, SUGAR, 
DISTILLED VINEGAR, 
SALT, ONIONS AND SPICES. 
FREE FROM ALL 
oe PRESERVATIVES 
COLORING MATTER. 
There’s no such thing as a dull dish when it's blessed H.J.HEINZ COMPANY 


MADE IN U.S.A, 
with a dash of Heinz Tomato Ketchup, the world’s most 





popular condiment. 

Heinz Ketchup is a medley of aromatic flavors— 
luscious, full-ripe tomatoes —vinegar, aged-in-wood 
till it’s almost mellow as fine wine—and spices brought 
from far away tropical islands! They're all cooked and 
blended together after an old-time recipe. 

Every drop of Heinz Tomato Ketchup is rich, con- 


centrated, mouth-watering goodness. There’s no other 


Ketchup like it! Thrifty, too! A little goes a long way. : TOMATO 
: m\ KETCHUP 
HEINZ | 
ae ee 

“Tomato ~K B. aie a ine J 


ONE OF THE 


© 


VARIETIES 





